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We must pass this amendment to 

make room in this budget for a pre-
scription drug benefit in the Medicare 
program. That is why I support this 
amendment. 

Let describe a couple of other dif-
ferent priorities, if I might. 

Mr. President, 100 years from now ev-
eryone in this Chamber will be dead. It 
is an ominous thought, but it is true. 
The only historical reference about 
who we were and what we did here will 
be to look at this budget and see what 
we did that was considered valuable: 
What were our priorities? What did we 
think was important for this country? 

This budget represents the frame-
work by which future generations can 
judge us. Every time in this country we 
have tried to do something new, there 
have been those who have said no. 
They opposed everything for the first 
time. It didn’t matter what it was—So-
cial Security, Medicare, minimum 
wage—you name it; they opposed it. 

This budget resolution establishes 
our priorities. 

Let me describe a few priorities. 
First, a tax cut. Yes, let’s so do that, 

and let’s make it fair. Is it fair that the 
top 1 percent of the taxpayers pay 
about 21 percent of all income taxes 
and payroll taxes but would get 43 per-
cent of the tax cut? Absolutely not. 
Let’s do a tax cut. Let’s make it fair. 

Second, let’s pay down the Federal 
debt. I want to ask the chairman of the 
committee and others why the public 
debt is increasing on page 6 of this 
budget resolution over 10 years. 

Third, what about other priorities? I 
mentioned schools. Does anybody 
think our future doesn’t depend on im-
proving our schools? Of course it does. 
Should we and could we improve our 
schools? Of course. But we must have 
the resources to do that as well. 

In addition to improving our schools, 
we know we need to pass an amend-
ment such as this to provide a prescrip-
tion drug benefit in the Medicare pro-
gram. 

We need to have room in this budget 
resolution to help family farmers given 
these price valuations. If this country 
believes that we are a better country 
because of families living on and oper-
ating America’s farms all across this 
country, then when family farmers face 
collapsing commodity prices, they 
have a right to expect that we will help 
them during tough times. 

There are so many other priorities to 
which we must pay some attention, 
such as the issue of agricultural re-
search. I come from a State with a sig-
nificant livestock industry. And we 
face the scourge of foot and mouth dis-
ease—some call it hoof and mouth dis-
ease—and the prospect of mad cow dis-
ease, the prospect of a disease that 
could devastate our livestock industry. 
This ought to persuade all of us to ad-
dress more quickly this issue of in-
creases in basic research in agricul-
tural areas and research in dealing 
with a safe food supply. 

All of these areas require our atten-
tion. 

Let me say again that if we are going 
to have a tax cut in this year, we will, 
I hope, agree between Republicans and 
Democrats to a thoughtful and fair tax 
cut that says to the American people: 
Yes, this is your money. Yes, we want 
to give it back, and we want to do that 
in a fair way. 

But I think the American people 
want us to invest in the future of this 
country as well, even as we provide tax 
cuts for the benefit of our children and 
pay down the Federal debt. If you run 
up a Federal debt during tough times, 
it seems to me that during better eco-
nomic times you ought to be able to 
pay it down. This country has not had 
a period that has been any better in 
general for the American economy 
than the last 7 or 8 years. We ought not 
end this period with substantial in-
creases in Federal indebtedness. 

We have a lot of priorities. My hope 
is when we look back at the work of 
this Budget Committee and decisions 
by this Congress, we will have said: 
Yes, this Congress reflected the right 
priorities for this country; yes, we 
made the right investments; yes, we 
voted for a tax cut that was a fair tax 
cut; and, yes, we decided to commit 
ourselves not just to talk about paying 
down the Federal debt but to really 
paying down the Federal debt even as 
we have experienced the surpluses that 
come from better economic times. 

I believe the hour of 12:30 has arisen. 
I yield my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to speak for 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do 
not come to the floor to try to answer 
all the various arguments made. I 
would just like to say to the American 
taxpayers: It ought to be interesting to 
you, Mr. and Mrs. America who are 
paying taxes, because, in fact, what is 
happening here is, instead of the oppor-
tunity to give the taxpayers back some 
of this $5.6 trillion surplus—a number 
we cannot hardly understand—instead 
of putting that right up at the top of 
the priority list, we are speaking about 
priorities. But isn’t it interesting, 
every single priority is to spend more 
of the taxpayers’ money. All the prior-
ities that are being stated here are 
spending a part of this surplus to spend 
on something for Americans. 

The whole difference is that we sug-
gest you put the taxpayer at the top of 
that list, not at the bottom of the 
list—at the top of the list—and that in-
stead of using their money for new pro-
grams and add-ons, whatever it is, that 
we ought to consider them first. In-
cluded in that is the President’s tax 
plan which is good for the economy. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con-

sent for 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I say to 
my colleague, who not only do I re-
spect but for whom I have genuine af-
fection, when he says this is just a 
question of spending versus tax cut, he 
knows better. Those are not the 
choices. They really are not. The 
choices are tax cuts, spending, and ad-
dressing debt. 

The real difference between our two 
plans—the biggest difference—is they 
have twice as much for tax cuts and we 
have twice as much for debt reduction. 
That is the real difference. Yes, we also 
have some additional spending for pre-
scription drugs, education, agriculture, 
and a prescription drug benefit because 
we think those are the priorities of the 
American people. 

But let there be no doubt, the funda-
mental difference between us is we are 
for more debt reduction; they are for 
more of a tax cut. That is where it lies. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 12:30 
having arrived, the Senate will stand 
in recess until the hour of 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:32 p.m, the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m., and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. INHOFE). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 2001– 
2011—Continued 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes off the resolu-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 172 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong support of the Baucus-Gra-
ham amendment. This amendment re-
serves $311 billion for a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit that will be reli-
able for seniors, affordable for the tax-
payers, and will be undeniable when it 
comes to being able to buy a prescrip-
tion drug. It will put us on a road to a 
benefit that meets patient needs, can 
be sustained by our U.S. Government, 
and yet is affordable with seniors. 

Honor your father and mother is not 
only a good commandment by which to 
live, but it is a very good policy by 
which to govern. We believe we ought 
to put it in the Federal law books. We 
should honor our fathers and our moth-
ers by adopting the Baucus-Graham 
amendment to create a prescription 
drug benefit that does mean something 
for America’s seniors. 

Regrettably, the Bush plan is rather 
spartan and skimpy. It includes only 
$153 billion for a prescription drug ben-
efit. That seems to be a lot of money, 
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and it is, but when one estimates what 
it would take to provide a real pre-
scription drug benefit, the cost is much 
more. That comes from reliable experts 
in the field. 

First of all, I am concerned about 
how the President’s plan would work. 
It would provide block grants to States 
to develop programs, but these pro-
grams would only be for the very low- 
income seniors, despite the fact that 
half of the seniors who need help are in 
the middle-income bracket. 

What do I mean by low income? I 
mean $11,000 a year or less. If you are a 
senior and you have an income of 
$11,000 or less, you might be eligible for 
President Bush’s plan. However, as we 
have all gone throughout our commu-
nities, what is one of the issues we hear 
the most? We need a prescription drug 
benefit, say the seniors. 

The ‘‘sandwich’’ generation is caught 
in the middle of providing tuition for 
their children’s education and looking 
out for their moms and dads. They are 
saving for their own retirement, help-
ing mom and dad pay for their pre-
scription drugs, and trying to afford 
the rising costs of college tuition for 
their children. 

The middle class is, once again, 
caught in the vice. If you are in the 
middle class, you cannot afford it. If 
you are very wealthy, you can buy 
your own prescription drugs. Under the 
Bush plan, if you are very poor, your 
Government will help you. 

I want to be on the side of all senior 
citizens, and that is why we are for the 
Baucus-Graham approach. 

Under the Bush plan, coverage will 
vary—where you live; what kind of 
plan your State set up. If my col-
leagues think we have had problems 
with the Patients’ Bill of Rights, wait 
until we get into the Bush plan on pre-
scription drugs. This means that a sen-
ior in Maryland might have generous 
coverage, but if that senior visits a sis-
ter in Virginia, just over the Potomac 
bridge, they might not have as good of 
a benefit. 

We cannot have a prescription drug 
benefit for seniors based on the zip 
code of where they live. We are ‘‘one 
nation under God, indivisible . . . .’’ 
How about having one Medicare pre-
scription drug program that is also in-
divisible. President Bush is choosing a 
lavish tax cut over creating a real 
Medicare prescription drug benefit. 

Let me give you a hypothetical con-
stituent: A 75-year-old widow, on an in-
come of $20,000 a year, has a stroke. 
Her prescription drugs will cost about 
$4,200 a year. That comes out to $350 a 
month. The Democratic drug benefit 
would save her her about $150 a month 
or $1,700 a year. Remember, under Gra-
ham-Baucus, the Democratic plan 
would save her $1,700. That is almost a 
$1,600 difference from what she would 
get in the Bush tax cut. That is what 
she could get in a Bush tax cut. Re-
member, at $20,000 a year, with a tax 
break based on income, she would get 
$141 a year. I think if you would ask 

the American people what they want, 
they would want a prescription drug 
benefit that would help pay the bills as 
well as keep the money in the senior’s 
pocketbook. 

Another example. An elderly couple 
with an income of $30,000 a year. Their 
combined drug costs, say, are $6,000 a 
year. Their daughter is helping pay 
drug bills, taking money from the kids’ 
college fund. Under the Democratic 
plan we could save them $2,000 a year. 
The Bush tax cut would save them 
practically nothing. 

These examples show that the Demo-
crats have their priorities in order. 
First, we must make good on the prom-
ises we have made to our seniors. Sec-
ond, we must make sure we balance the 
books not only today but into tomor-
row. The Democratic alternative is 
making a down payment on that bal-
loon payment that is coming due on 
Social Security and Medicare. The con-
stituents who have written and called 
me to ask why they or their parents 
cannot get the medicines they need do 
not want to hear about a lavish tax 
cut. They want to hear about Medicare, 
about a Medicare prescription drug 
benefit that will be reliable, affordable, 
and undeniable. 

America is the nation that invented 
most of the miracle drugs. This was 
done through the brilliance of Amer-
ican science and really public invest-
ments. They came through the Tax 
Code, the way we work with NIH. No 
one should have to choose between life-
saving medication or putting food on 
the table. No one should have to cut 
their pills in half to make them last 
longer. No one should have to spend 
half of their pension on drugs. That is 
why we need to pass Baucus-Graham, 
because we have really a compelling 
need. Anywhere I go in Silver Spring, 
MD the senior citizens would rather 
have a prescription drug benefit that 
will save $1,700 a year and, more impor-
tantly, save a life than a $141-a-year 
tax credit. 

I hope we can get our priorities in 
order, our books balanced, help get 
some money into the pocketbooks of 
our citizens, but let’s also make sure 
we meet the compelling needs of our 
constituents. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

that we go into a quorum call and the 
time be charged equally. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question before we go into a quorum 
call. 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. REID. I say to my friend who is 

manager of this legislation, are we ar-
riving at a point shortly where we will 
be able to vote on this amendment? 

Mr. CONRAD. We certainly are on 
this side. We have used virtually all 
time off the amendment, and we would 
be prepared to go to a vote very quick-
ly. I put a call into two offices of Sen-
ators who are vitally interested in the 
prescription drug amendment, and I 
have asked them to come to the floor 

immediately. So we are awaiting their 
appearance, and then we would prepare 
to go to a vote. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator allow me 
to ask another question. I think it 
would be good for the Senate, good for 
the country, if we voted on as many of 
these amendments as possible, so that 
the people of the country know how we 
stand on these issues. It is my under-
standing that the Senator has a num-
ber of issues he wants to bring up in an 
effort to amend this vehicle we have 
before us. 

Would the Senator indicate, first of 
all, if he agrees we should have a vote, 
and then will the Senator tell us some 
of the things he hopes we can vote on 
in the next few days? 

Mr. CONRAD. I agree with the Sen-
ator from Nevada. I think it would be 
very useful for us to use our time in a 
way that is disciplined so that we have 
a debate and a discussion and that we 
are able to have votes on a series of 
amendments after a reasonable debate. 
As the Senator knows, under the rules, 
if we have not debated the amendments 
until the time runs out, we will still 
vote. We will do it without time for de-
bate. So it is critically important that 
we be disciplined. 

We believe we ought to have amend-
ments on education, on strengthening 
national defense, on additional 
paydown of debt, and, of course, we will 
be having an important amendment on 
the question of whether or not rec-
onciliation will be used in this process. 

So those are just a few of the amend-
ments that will be considered before we 
are done. It is very important that 
there be time for debate and discussion 
so that Members can be informed be-
fore they cast their votes. 

Mr. REID. If the Senator will yield 
for one additional question, I think the 
people in North Dakota believe the 
same way as the people in the State of 
Nevada. They believe there should be a 
reasonable tax cut, but the number-one 
priority of the people in Nevada is to 
do something about the extraordinary 
debt that has piled up. Will the Senator 
from North Dakota agree that his con-
stituents believe the same as mine? 

Mr. CONRAD. I think people in North 
Dakota have a great deal of common 
sense. They know that we have piled up 
an extraordinary Federal debt. As we 
visit here today, we have a $5.6 trillion 
gross Federal debt. Under the Presi-
dent’s plan, that will increase to over 
$7 trillion. So I think we have an obli-
gation to the taxpayers of this coun-
try, to the fiscal future of our families, 
to do everything we can to put pressure 
on this debt, to keep it from con-
tinuing to grow. And that is really the 
focus of the Democrat alternative. 

Mr. REID. If the Senator will yield 
for one more question, is the Senator 
going to have an amendment offered by 
someone on this side of the aisle to 
have a discussion as to whether or not 
we should pay down the debt more or 
that all the money should go to tax 
cuts? 
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Mr. CONRAD. We will have, in fact, a 

series of amendments on the question 
of what the priorities really are for the 
country. We believe we should have a 
significant tax cut, but we do not be-
lieve we can afford one of the Presi-
dent’s size without threatening to said 
us back into deficit and without 
threatening to raid the trust funds of 
Social Security and Medicare. For that 
reason, we will be proposing a series of 
amendments to further pay down this 
national debt. 

I notice that one of the Senators is 
here who has been very active on the 
question of the prescription drug ben-
efit and somebody who has really been 
a leader on the Senate Budget Com-
mittee in trying to get a prescription 
drug benefit under the Medicare pro-
gram, one that would really have the 
resources to provide a meaningful pre-
scription drug benefit. That would be 
the Senator from Oregon. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time to the Senator? 
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 5 minutes off 

the resolution. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. WYDEN. I thank the Chair. 
First, I thank the Senator from 

North Dakota. If there is one change 
that the Democratic Party has tried to 
transmit over the last decade, it has 
been the question of emphasizing fiscal 
responsibility. I want to make it clear 
to the Senator from North Dakota how 
appreciative I am that he has pounded 
away again and again in the committee 
and on this floor how important it is to 
reduce the national debt. 

In my view, that is the single most 
important message the Democrats have 
tried to communicate over the last 
decade. I am so pleased he has empha-
sized it again today. 

I will speak briefly on this question 
of prescription drugs because in the 
last year I have come to the floor of 
this Senate more than 25 times to talk 
about the need for a bipartisan initia-
tive in this area. The fact is, the Bau-
cus amendment, the amendment on 
prescription drugs, will allow Members 
to bring together legislators of both 
political parties to come up with a sen-
sible prescription drug benefit that will 
contain the spiraling costs that our 
seniors face. 

It would be built around the propo-
sition that there would be defined ben-
efits that senior citizens in every com-
munity would be entitled to. It would 
be a benefit that would be part of the 
Medicare program. Finally, it would be 
a benefit that allows containment of 
costs by offering senior citizens choices 
and alternatives in the marketplace. 

What pleases me about both the Bau-
cus amendment and the alternative 
that the ranking member, Senator 
CONRAD, has put before this body, is 
that it goes right to the heart of the 
question; that is, ensuring that we 
have resources to do the job right. The 
fact is, America can’t afford not to do 

this job right. I hear from physicians in 
my home State, for example, that they 
have actually put senior citizens in the 
hospital in order to get prescription 
drug coverage because those older peo-
ple could not afford their medicine on 
an outpatient basis. 

Colleagues, think about the insanity 
of such a system that can rack up 
$40,000 or $50,000 worth of costs for 
medicines in a hospital rather than 
spending perhaps $500 or $600 on an out-
patient prescription drug benefit so a 
senior citizen can, for example, have a 
leg ulcer treated on an outpatient 
basis. 

Under the Baucus amendment, it will 
be possible to have those resources, to 
bring together Democrats and Repub-
licans in this body, and get the job 
done right. We all understand the ex-
traordinary revolution we have seen in 
the medicine field over the last few 
decades. Everybody acknowledges if we 
were to design Medicare today, not a 
Republican nor a Democrat would ad-
vocate leaving out a prescription drug 
benefit. It is going to take the re-
sources to do the job right. It seems to 
me the Baucus-Graham amendment 
makes those resources available. By 
the way, it is an approach that would 
be consistent with what we did in the 
Senate Budget Committee last year on 
a bipartisan basis—Senator SNOWE, 
Senator SMITH, and I—and is consistent 
with a variety of other approaches. 

I hope my colleagues will recognize 
what we are trying to focus on today 
is, first, the single most important 
message of Democrats in the last dec-
ade, which is we have to have fiscal re-
sponsibility. That is why we emphasize 
today the question of paying down the 
debt. Second, we do want this country 
to make a handful of well-targeted in-
vestments in our future. In my view, 
one of those key areas would be pre-
scription drug coverage. When it comes 
to paying for this benefit, this country 
can’t afford not to do prescription drug 
coverage right. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
that the time be charged equally to the 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I will 
comment for a moment on the role of 
the Senator from Oregon in the Senate 
Budget Committee. He has been among 
the most innovative Members in trying 
to find ways to extend a prescription 
drug benefit and to do it with bipar-
tisan support. In the Senate Budget 
Committee last year, he worked with 
one of our colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle, the Senator from Maine, 

Ms. SNOWE. They offered the amend-
ment that opened the door to a pre-
scription drug benefit last year. It is 
that model that again is being pursued 
this year in an attempt to reach across 
the aisle to find bipartisan consensus 
on a prescription drug benefit that 
would be meaningful for the American 
people. 

I wanted to take a moment while he 
was here to thank the Senator. He has 
spent countless hours working to come 
up with prescription drug proposals 
that would have bipartisan support. I 
thank and commend him publicly. 

Mr. WYDEN. If the Senator will yield 
briefly, I thank him for that. 

What the Baucus amendment does is 
allow Members to put together that bi-
partisan effort that would encourage 
an approach that is within Medicare, 
with defined benefits, based on real 
marketplace choices, so there would be 
cost containment. I thank Senator 
CONRAD and Senator BAUCUS for em-
phasizing the two key messages of this 
party. 

First, our message of the last decade, 
which is that fiscal responsibility is 
paramount. One does that with the 
focus on debt reduction. Second, that 
we can have a handful of well-targeted 
investments in our country’s future. 
That is what the Baucus amendment 
does. I am very pleased to be associated 
with both Senators’ efforts. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator 
from Oregon for his contribution on 
the committee. 

To give the Senator from Montana a 
little backdrop, the Senator from Mon-
tana reserved 5 minutes off the amend-
ment. That time is still available. It is 
up to the Senator from Montana 
whether he wishes to use that time or 
I am happy to give him time off the 
resolution. We don’t have a Member on 
the other side of the aisle present, but 
hopefully there are people watching 
and listening. We are prepared to go to 
a vote on the prescription drug amend-
ment. We hope the manager on the 
other side of the aisle appears in short 
order and tells us what the plan is on 
their side. We are prepared to go to a 
vote in very short order. 

I yield 5 minutes off the resolution to 
the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I don’t 
want to overdramatize this point, but I 
think it is accurate. If this amendment 
doesn’t pass, an extremely modest 
amendment—and I mean extremely— 
there is a very good chance, more than 
a 50-percent probability, that this Con-
gress will not pass a prescription drug 
benefit bill this year. 

Why do I say that? I say that because 
the amount in the resolution is so 
small that seniors won’t use it. Why do 
I say that? I say that roughly the $153 
billion in the budget resolution under 
earlier estimates would require a de-
ductible of about $2,000. How many sen-
iors are going to want to participate in 
a prescription drug program with a de-
ductible of $2,000? This is voluntary. 
This is not a mandatory program under 
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this amendment. It is all voluntary. 
Contrast that with catastrophic, years 
ago, which was mandatory; this is vol-
untary. Seniors will not use it. It is not 
worth it. 

We will be making a false promise if 
we attempt to pass something such as 
that. We won’t pass it because too 
many seniors will already have exposed 
it for what it is. 

Instead, we are suggesting, by our 
amendment, take a very small sliver 
out of the $1.6, $2.6 trillion tax bill, 
however you want to categorize it. We 
know for sure it is a lot more than $1.6 
trillion by definition. Frankly, $2.6 
trillion is conservative. Take out a 
small sliver—$158 billion, that is all— 
and add it on to the $153 billion that is 
contained in the budget resolution. 
That adds up to $311 billion over 10 
years for prescription drugs. That will 
be the beginning for a modest drug pre-
scription benefit provision for seniors 
who now do not have prescription drug 
coverage because of where they live in 
the country because they are poor or 
because no plan offers it. 

Do not forget, health benefit plans 
today providing prescription drug cov-
erage to seniors are every year drop-
ping more and more people from their 
plans. Medicare+Choice last year 
dropped 900,000 seniors. The year be-
fore, 400,000. Why? Because costs are 
going up. So they are dropping people 
out, which forces them back to nothing 
or any Medicare we may have. 

I suggest taking a small sliver—it is 
small compared to the huge tax cut the 
President is proposing as contained in 
this budget resolution—and giving it to 
the literally millions of seniors who do 
not have any prescription drug cov-
erage, with the cost of drugs rising as 
fast as they are and utilization rising 
as fast as it is. Who is going to be hurt 
if we cut down one-sixth, two-sixths? It 
will probably come out of the most 
wealthy, maybe a sliver out of the es-
tate tax, maybe a sliver out of the top 
rate. Who knows? 

Certainly, according to America’s 
values, our country’s priorities, who we 
think we are as Americans, this only 
makes sense. There are seniors who are 
so wonderful—our mothers, our fa-
thers, our grandmothers, our grand-
fathers, many of whom gave so much 
to this country through the Depres-
sion. Why in the world can’t we at 
least say to them, we will take a sliver 
out of this tax cut and give it to you, 
a senior citizen who today has no pre-
scription drug coverage? Because that 
is what is right. 

Let me just say this as a reminder. 
Senior citizens in America who are not 
now covered under a prescription drug 
benefit plan, some company or what-
not, pay the highest prescription drug 
costs in the industrialized world. That 
is a fact. That is about 35 percent of 
American seniors. Up to 50 percent are 
just inadequately covered or intermit-
tently covered. But 35 percent of Amer-
ican seniors, at least, pay more for pre-
scription drug benefits today than do 

seniors in any other country in the in-
dustrialized world. Where is the United 
States of America? Where are we? Who 
do we think we are? We brag about our-
selves and our values. Let’s step up to 
the plate. It is a very modest amend-
ment. I urge its adoption. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 5 minutes off 
the resolution to the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from North Dakota. 

As the able Senator from Montana 
has indicated, we desperately need a 
prescription drug benefit. The question 
is, What form is it going to take? Are 
we going to fund it fully enough so it 
really has any meaning? 

If we go with a prescription drug ben-
efit of about $153 billion, the fact is we 
are going to end up with deductibles 
that could be anywhere between $2,000 
and $15,000 for people who are sick. 

You cannot do that. If you are going 
to do a prescription drug benefit, you 
have do it properly, fund it adequately, 
so all people are able to take advantage 
of it. 

That is done in the Baucus amend-
ment because he, the Senator from 
Montana, puts it at $311 billion over a 
period of 10 years. It does the job. It 
means you are not going to have people 
paying so much out-of-pocket expense 
that they simply cannot afford to go 
down and get prescription drugs at all. 

I would say, in the panoply of things 
that are needed by Americans, a pre-
scription drug benefit, the prospect 
thereof, the psychological benefit 
thereof, the medical benefit thereof, is 
virtually at the top of the list. 

We very recently passed something 
called a Coal Miners’ Health Benefit 
Fund Program. It was approved by 
OMB, which never does that kind of 
thing, because they believe that a pre-
scription drug benefit used on people of 
average age 80 years will in fact save 
money for Medicare, keep people out of 
hospitals, and keep people from having 
to use other parts of Medicare, thus 
saving money overall for Medicare. We 
are never going to find out what we can 
do with prescription drugs, how much 
cost we can either save or not, until we 
do something and do it fully. The Bau-
cus amendment does that, and I hope it 
is successful. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 2 minutes off the resolution. 
I thank the Senator from West Vir-

ginia for his comments on the prescrip-
tion drug benefit. There is perhaps no 
senior member of the Senate Finance 
Committee who is more knowledgeable 
about health care issues than the Sen-
ator from West Virginia. The Senator 
from West Virginia has led the fight to 
expand health care coverage, including 
a prescription drug benefit, on the Sen-
ate Finance Committee. We very much 
appreciate his leadership. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. I suggest the absence of a 

quorum, and I ask we charge the time 
equally on the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant bill clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would like 
to ask the Senator from North Dakota 
to yield me some time. 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield 10 
minutes to the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. I appreciate that very 
much. 

I am very concerned. We talked very 
briefly a little while ago about this. We 
keep talking about a tax cut. People in 
Nevada realize, if we pay down this 
huge debt in any way, it will be a tax 
cut for everybody. It will be a tax cut 
for everyone because we know if this 
burden is taken away from the Amer-
ican people, they will pay less for their 
car and their boat—if they are fortu-
nate enough to have one—certainly 
their house, and the debt they have on 
their credit cards every month. 

Does the Senator agree, one of the 
biggest tax cuts we could give the 
American people is to pay down the 
debt? 

Mr. CONRAD. I think, if we have 
learned nothing else from the 1980s, the 
one thing we should have learned is 
that the best strategy is one that puts 
our fiscal house in order and keeps it 
there. It is eliminating deficits and be-
ginning the process of paying down 
debt that has helped us trigger the 
longest economic expansion in our Na-
tion’s history. 

When I look at the proposal on the 
other side, I see they talk about paying 
down the maximum amount of publicly 
held debt. But if you look on page 5 of 
their proposal, the amendment that 
was offered here by the chairman of the 
Senate Budget Committee, the public 
debt, which is currently listed at $5.6 
trillion, rises under that proposal to 
$6.7 trillion. That is under the headline 
of public debt. 

They have talked a lot about reduc-
ing the publicly held debt, but here is 
the chart. Here is what has happened to 
the gross Federal debt from 1980 where, 
you can see, it was $909 billion. In 1999 
it has gone up to $5.6 trillion. Under 
their proposal on page 5, they would 
take this debt up to $6.7 trillion. That 
is the proposal they have before this 
body. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? I think I have the floor. 
I would like to develop this colloquy a 
little bit. 

What I heard the Senator say, as I 
have said on the floor before—I believe 
there is no one in Congress who knows 
numbers better than the Senator from 
North Dakota on the Budget Com-
mittee—is if we pass the budget that is 
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now before this body as it is written, 
the public debt will go up and not 
down. Is he saying that? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am saying what this 
document says. This is not my calcula-
tion. This is their calculation. This is 
their document. This is their amend-
ment. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator repeat 
how much it goes up? 

Mr. CONRAD. It goes from $5.6 tril-
lion today—that is where this chart 
leaves off. And under their proposal the 
public debt goes up every year until it 
reaches $6.7 trillion. 

Mr. REID. My friend has talked a lot 
the last month about an idea that I 
hope is going to be in the form of an 
amendment to this budget. As I under-
stand what the Senator from North Da-
kota has been advocating, if, in fact, 
we have a surplus—and thank goodness 
we do have a surplus—one-third of that 
should be applied toward reducing the 
debt, one-third should be used to give 
the American people a much deserved 
tax cut, and one-third should be left so 
that we can do something about the 
huge class sizes—reduce class size, 
build some new schools, fund IDEA, the 
program for the physically and emo-
tionally disadvantaged children. 

Hasn’t the Senator talked about the 
need to have one-third for tax reduc-
tion, one-third for deficit reduction, 
and one-third to make sure we can fund 
some of the programs that even Presi-
dent Bush says we need? Is the Senator 
going to do that in the form of an 
amendment to this package? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes, we will. I think 
part of the confusion comes from the 
language that we use. Our friends on 
the other side of the aisle are talking 
about reducing the publicly held debt. 
That is not the full debt of our coun-
try. The gross Federal debt is the full 
debt. 

They talk about having the max-
imum amount of reduction in the pub-
licly held debt. At the very time they 
are doing that, we are seeing the gross 
Federal debt of the country continuing 
to climb. 

Their budget does not do anything 
about this long-term debt expansion. 

That is the difference between us. We 
not only are dedicating more of the 
projected surplus to paying down the 
publicly held debt, which is really the 
short-term debt—that is the debt that 
is outstanding in the public—but we 
are also offering for the first time that 
anybody has had a budget proposal be-
fore this Congress to do something 
about this gross debt, this long-term 
debt, this debt that is building in So-
cial Security and Medicare. It is a li-
ability out there that is growing geo-
metrically. 

This has already happened to the 
gross debt of the United States. It has 
skyrocketed and it will continue to 
grow under the proposal that our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
have made. Their own budget docu-
ment says they are going to take the 
gross debt of the United States, which 

is $5.6 trillion today, and increase it to 
$6.7 trillion all the while they talk 
about a massive tax cut. It really 
makes you wonder if there is not con-
fusion about language here. 

Mr. REID. When we talk about sav-
ing one-third of the surplus for pro-
grams, one of those programs is some-
thing that President Bush talked about 
wanting. And that is now the subject 
matter of the first amendment before 
this body; is it not? That is a prescrip-
tion drug benefit for Medicare. 

My first elective job was as a member 
of a hospital board—at that time the 
largest hospital in Nevada, Southern 
Nevada Hospital. It was in 1965 that 
Medicare came into being. Medicare is 
a wonderful program. It has been prov-
en to be a great program even since 
then—imperfect but it is a good pro-
gram. But in 1965, when Medicare came 
into being, there was no need for pre-
scription drug benefits because there 
were not a lot of prescriptions that met 
the needs of the senior population at 
that time. It has only been in the last 
35 years that prescription drugs have 
come out that now keep people alive. 
They can make people more com-
fortable, and they heal people. 

How can we as the only superpower 
left in the world have a program for 
senior citizens to take care of their 
medical problems and we don’t have 
prescription drug benefits? It is my un-
derstanding that in the Senator’s 
amendment, one-third is going to be re-
served for programs. Part of that 
money will be used for a prescription 
drug benefits for seniors. Is that not 
right? And in the program that the Re-
publicans have offered, there is no 
money in their prescription drug ben-
efit. 

Is that fair? 
Mr. CONRAD. As we have said, this 

program provides half as much for pre-
scription drugs. The budget proposal 
that they have made provides $153 bil-
lion. But everybody acknowledges that 
is not sufficient and that there is sim-
ply not enough money there to provide 
a meaningful prescription drug benefit. 

They are engaged in a little bit of 
what I would call fiscal sleight of hand. 

If you look at our proposal, we take 
this projected surplus, and we are 
quick to acknowledge that this is a 10- 
year projection. It is highly unlikely to 
ever come true. 

We believe the prudent thing to do is 
to be cautious in light of the basis of 
all we are doing being a 10-year fore-
cast. We save all of the money for the 
Social Security trust fund, all of the 
money for the Medicare trust fund, and 
with what is left we talk about one- 
third for a tax cut, one-third for these 
high-priority domestic needs, including 
prescription drugs and infrastructure 
and education. 

Anyone who has flown or driven on a 
highway knows that we need additional 
funds for infrastructure in America. 
And education is the highest priority 
of the American people for additional 
resources. 

We also believe we need to strength-
en our national defense and then pro-
vide additional resources especially for 
health care and disasters. Because we 
know we are going to have a certain 
number of disasters every year, we be-
lieve we ought to provide funding for 
it. 

Finally, the last one-third would be 
for long-term debt and to strengthen 
Social Security and provide a strategic 
reserve in case these forecasts are 
wrong; then, of course, the interest 
costs associated with all three of those. 

We believe we have a cautious, con-
servative program—one that dedicates 
the vast majority of the money for 
debt reduction. 

Here is why: The Social Security 
trust fund money is not needed for So-
cial Security at the moment. That goes 
to pay down the publicly held debt. The 
President uses $2 trillion of that money 
for the same purpose—to pay down the 
publicly held debt. 

We also reserve all the Medicare 
trust fund money. That will go for pay-
ing down the publicly held debt. We 
have $2.9 trillion reserved for debt 
paydown. 

In addition to that, we have another 
$750 billion for our long-term debt. This 
is where our friends on the other side 
don’t have a nickel for this purpose. 
They don’t have any money to deal 
with the long-term debt. 

In our proposal, of the $36.5 trillion 
forecasted surplus, we are reserving 
$3.65 trillion for the paydown of short- 
term and long-term debt. That is in 
comparison to the President’s plan 
that only has $2 trillion. We have near-
ly twice as much to pay down long- 
term debt and short-term debt. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield 5 
more minutes? 

Mr. CONRAD. If you do not mind, we 
should ask the Senator from Minnesota 
who is next on our list. 

Mr. REID. If I could just ask one 
more question. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield an additional 
minute to the Senator. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator indicate 
why he put his $2.7 trillion across from 
non-Social Security and non-Medicare? 
Why is that in red? 

Mr. CONRAD. That is in red because 
we believe it would be profoundly 
wrong to use any of the Social Security 
trust fund money or any of the Medi-
care trust fund money for other pur-
poses. That has been done in the past. 
We have just stopped doing it in the 
last 3 years. We believe we shouldn’t go 
back to the bad old days of raiding the 
trust funds and using the money for 
other purposes. We have reserved all of 
the Social Security money and all of 
the Medicare trust fund money for the 
purposes intended. 

I thank the Senator from Nevada for 
his questions. I ask the Senator from 
Minnesota how much time he would 
like. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league, I am actually speaking on the 
amendment. I can do this in under 5 
minutes. 
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Mr. CONRAD. I yield the Senator 

from Minnesota 5 minutes off the reso-
lution itself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BOND). The Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
later on I will have a chance to come 
out here, with my colleague, Senator 
HARKIN, with an amendment that deals 
with funding for education and chil-
dren. That is the heart and soul to me. 
I guess if there is any one issue that I 
am more emotionally connected to 
than any other, it would be anything 
and everything that deals with chil-
dren and education. 

But I have listened carefully to this 
debate. I want to say this: We have all 
the numbers. The Republicans have 
$153 billion. I think we have $311 billion 
or thereabouts. I want to get away 
from the numbers and just simply say 
this about this debate. For a good pe-
riod of time that I have been a Senator, 
we were running deficits. The goal was 
deficit reduction. Then I had hoped 
that when the economy began to do 
better, and we began to see surpluses— 
I hope we will continue to do so; who 
knows what will happen over the next 
few years—but I had this hope that 
now, with an economy that was doing 
better, and with some surpluses, that 
finally—finally—as a Senator from 
Minnesota, I would be able to do really 
well for people. It would not just be 
stopping the worst, it would be doing 
the better. 

I mentioned children and education, 
but I want to mention elderly people 
and prescription drug coverage. I can 
tell you, in the State of Minnesota, 65 
percent of the elderly people, senior 
citizens, have no prescription drug cov-
erage whatsoever. They have no cov-
erage at all. I can also tell you all of 
the stories about people who cut the 
pills in half—and you have heard them 
all—or the stories about people during 
the cold winter where it is either they 
are going to be able to afford a pre-
scription drug or have heat because if 
they get their prescription drug, they 
can’t afford their heating bill and they 
go cold. 

I want to do this a different way. I 
want to say to my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, I had two par-
ents with Parkinson’s disease—two 
parents. That is rare. Both of them 
took the drug selegiline. It is not an in-
expensive proposition. When I think 
about my own parents, and my mother 
Mencha Daneshevsky, who was a cafe-
teria worker, she didn’t make much 
money. My parents did not make much 
money. I think they made something 
over $20,000 a year. I don’t know what 
their income was; they didn’t really 
tell me. But believe me, it was a mod-
erate income. 

What we have out here is a choice. 
Either you are in favor of Robin-Hood- 
in-reverse tax cuts, with maybe 40-plus 
percent of the benefits going to the top 
1 percent, or you are in favor of mak-
ing an investment above and beyond 
reducing the debt and protecting Social 

Security and Medicare that everybody 
is talking about on our side of the 
aisle—and I say good—and you are also 
for making some investments in peo-
ple, you are for making sure that sen-
ior citizens—our parents and our 
grandparents, who built this country 
on their backs—are able to afford pre-
scription drugs. 

The benefit offered by the other side 
would not have helped my parents 
much, and it does not help most of the 
people in Minnesota who are senior 
citizens. I do not know why we can’t do 
this. 

Any day of the year, I am com-
fortable saying to people in Minnesota 
I did not go for the $2.5 trillion in tax 
cuts. I wanted to go for some tax cuts. 
I wanted to go for tax cuts that would 
be a stimulus. I wanted to go for tax 
cuts that would in the main help work-
ing families, but I did not go for the 
$2.5 trillion. Too much of it was Robin 
Hood in reverse. 

Most important of all, I did not go 
for it because I felt if we had a surplus, 
we could live up to our commitment to 
making sure that we could afford pre-
scription drugs. I don’t know why we 
can’t do that. I don’t know why we 
can’t get real. And I don’t know why 
we can’t spend the amount of money 
that we need to spend to make sure 
that people in our States—elderly peo-
ple, senior citizens—can afford pre-
scription drugs. I just don’t understand 
that. 

So we will have a vote. I think the 
vote is on a basic value question. It is 
a matter of priorities. I want to come 
out on the floor and indicate my strong 
support for this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator 
from Minnesota. I appreciate his con-
tribution to the debate. 

Let me just say to colleagues, very 
soon we will be going off this amend-
ment. The other side has announced 
their intention to provide an amend-
ment in the second degree to our 
amendment. I wish they would not do 
that. I wish they would permit a 
straight consideration of our amend-
ment by the body. But they have an-
nounced their intention to amend our 
proposal in the second degree, and then 
we will have a debate on the amend-
ment that they offer. That is being 
drafted. 

So if there are colleagues who are lis-
tening, if they would like to come to 
the floor to give their opening remarks 
on the budget resolution, this would be 
a good time to do that. We have called 
a number of offices for those who are in 
line in terms of the informal queue we 
have here to speak on the resolution. 
But if you would notify your Members, 
those who are in the queue, to come, 
this would be a good time to speak. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-

quiry, please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Please 
state the parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. DOMENICI. What is the status in 
terms of time on the amendment from 
the other side, the Democrat amend-
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
30 minutes remaining on the Baucus 
amendment for the Senator from New 
Mexico and 7 minutes for the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. DOMENICI. OK. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes. I say to my 
good friend, the ranking member, and 
Senator REID, we clearly do not intend 
to take a long time before we are ready 
to vote on this amendment except we 
will offer a second-degree amendment. 
It is just being written up. And it is 
moving a lot of numbers around, which 
is not easy, as you all know. But that 
is being done as expeditiously as pos-
sible. 

Let me suggest that in the basic 
budget that we bring to the floor, we 
have a number in it that is proposed to 
be used for prescription drugs, along 
with reform of Medicare; that number 
is $156 billion. 

I understand what the Democrats 
would like to do now, and everyone 
should just understand it is probably 
the beginning of a few more like this. 
They would take $156 billion of what 
our President proposes that we con-
sider the tax cut for the average Amer-
ican—and the marriage tax penalty, 
and a solid death reform measure, and, 
indeed, making sure that the American 
families with children get a doubling 
up of their child credit—that all of that 
might fit in this $1.6 trillion, but we do 
not know what parts of it. But we are 
saying, let’s give it a chance. 

This amendment says, let’s take $156 
billion of that, and let’s take it out of 
the tax relief measure and put it into a 
fund for Medicare prescription drugs or 
into the Medicare Part A trust fund. 
We do not think that is necessary. We 
do not think you have to take anything 
out of the tax cut that is planned in 
order to make sure we have sufficient 
revenues, sufficient resources to take 
care of prescription drugs. We can do 
that. 

As a matter of fact, we will propose 
an amendment that will be a second- 
degree amendment to that one. We will 
propose one that will, indeed, take care 
of and make sure that our senior citi-
zens know that there is going to be 
ample money for them and their pre-
scription drug program. In fact, it 
could be perhaps as big as the one 
being recommended. It is just that 
none of us knows. None of us knows 
precisely what that program is going 
to cost because it involves reforming 
Medicare, and a prescription drug pro-
gram. If you listen to the voices, they 
are all over myriad programs in terms 
of what prescription drugs might look 
like. 

So essentially, in due course, we will 
say, here is our proposal. And just so 
everyone understands, we will not use 
any of the President’s tax relief pro-
gram that is for average Americans, for 
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married couples, for those others who 
might be considered as part of the tax 
relief effort. 

Again I remind everyone that Sen-
ators can come to the floor from either 
side and tell us what, indeed, this tax 
plan is going to look like because they 
choose to pick a part of the President’s 
proposal—understand it is a proposal— 
or they choose a part of what some-
body else is going to propose that is 
going to be part of this tax plan and 
talk as if we are doing that in this 
budget resolution. 

I am sure that before we are finished, 
a few people listening who did not want 
to learn about budget resolutions will 
learn a little bit because we have to 
talk a little bit of budget language but 
not very much. 

Essentially, no one knows what the 
tax bill is going to look like. In fact, I 
am sure the Presiding Officer in his 
home state of Missouri has talked to 
his people as to what he thinks it is 
going to look like. I am quite sure he 
did not say that it is exactly, in every 
respect, what the President has pro-
posed because we do not know that. 

What we know is that $1.6 trillion out 
of a $5.6 trillion estimated surplus can 
be used for tax reduction for the Amer-
ican people. That is what we know— 
$1.6 trillion, not $1.6 trillion minus a 
whole bunch of things, such as the $156 
billion we would take out of that tax 
reform proposal. We take it out and 
make it $156 billion less. 

When that Medicare prescription 
drug plan comes up—and we will talk 
about our amendment—we will talk 
about what it ought to be, and it will 
be related to something very practical 
on which everybody can count. Then it 
will say that we do not need to take it 
out of the tax relief package if, indeed, 
it costs the maximum amount we are 
going to allow, which I do not believe 
it will. We would not be taking that 
money from the taxpayers. They would 
be getting their full tax cut. We would 
take it out of the contingency fund in 
this budget. 

As I understand it, when I started, 
there were 20 minutes remaining on the 
amendment—10 minutes on the Demo-
cratic side on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven. 
Mr. DOMENICI. That does not mean 

if someone wants to talk with the time 
coming off the budget resolution they 
cannot. 

I want to finish our discussion on the 
amendment and offer our second-de-
gree amendment and have a vote on it. 
It would be a very good thing for us to 
explain to the American people how we 
are going to take care of Medicare 
without reducing the tax cut Ameri-
cans can look forward to in various 
forms. The committee that writes tax 
laws will write that particular bill. 

If my friend is willing to move ahead 
so we can offer the amendment, I am 
willing to yield back—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator from New 
Mexico, there are 7 minutes under the 

control of the Senator from Montana 
and 23 minutes under the control of the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I reserve the remain-
der of my time. I am finished for now, 
if the Senator from Oklahoma wants to 
speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I hope 

our Republican friends are not going to 
propose that we have a magic asterisk 
for a prescription drug benefit. I hope 
they are not going to come in with a 
second-degree amendment that says: 
We are just going to have this money 
come out of thin air somewhere, and 
we are going to provide an unspecified 
amount of money for a prescription 
drug benefit and not identify precisely 
from where that money is coming. 

On our side, we have reserved the So-
cial Security and Medicare trust funds 
in total for the purposes intended. We 
have not permitted a raid on those 
funds for any other purpose. 

With what is left, we provided a third 
for a tax cut, a third for these high-pri-
ority domestic needs, including a pre-
scription drug benefit fully funded, 
fully identified, and the final third to 
deal with long-term debt, strength-
ening Social Security so that when the 
baby boomers retire, that promise can 
be kept. 

What I am hearing is that the Repub-
licans may propose to open up the 
Medicare trust fund to provide a Medi-
care prescription drug benefit. That, to 
me, would be classic double counting. 
That trust fund for Medicare is needed 
to keep the promises that have already 
been made. If they are now going to 
make a new set of promises and fund it 
out of that same trust fund, that is the 
kind of double counting that will get 
this country into financial trouble. 
That is exactly what happened in the 
1980s that plunged this country into 
dramatic deficits and a vastly ex-
panded debt. 

Let’s put up the chart about what 
happened back in the eighties. I hope 
we do not forget the lesson we learned 
then. Let’s go back to 1980 when we had 
the proposal for massive tax cuts com-
bined with a big buildup in national de-
fense. We can see what it did to the 
debt and deficits of the United States. 
The debt skyrocketed in the decade of 
the eighties. 

If now we are going to hear this same 
old siren song—massive tax cut—and 
then we are going to also have big new 
spending priorities that are supposed 
to come out of trust funds that are al-
ready committed, that is exactly the 
kind of fiscal folly that did such dam-
age back then. The difference is we had 
time to recover in the 1980s. There is 
no time to recover in this decade be-
cause, at the end of this decade, the 
baby boomers start to retire, and then 
we will see the full results of fiscal 
missteps, of fiscal mistakes. If we have 
oversubscribed this projected surplus, 
we will pay a terrible price as a nation. 

I hope very much we do not go back 
to the bad old days of debt, deficits, 
and decline. That is not the way to pro-
ceed. Instead, we ought to be cautious; 
we ought to be prudent; we ought to re-
serve the trust funds for the purposes 
intended and not use them for any 
other purposes. 

Mr. President, if I can inquire as to 
the time remaining on the budget reso-
lution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican side has 21 hours 53 minutes; 
the Democratic side has 20 hours 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. DOMENICI. How much was there 

on the Republican side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty- 

one hours 53 minutes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Plenty of time. I 

suggest the absence of a quorum and 
ask it be charged equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the time I speak be 
charged to the Senate resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I wish 
to make a couple of comments in re-
gard to Medicare, Medicaid, and pre-
scription drugs, and to speak in opposi-
tion to the amendment pending before 
the Senate now, offered by my friend 
and colleague from Montana, Senator 
BAUCUS. This amendment purports to 
say we will do something positive on 
prescription drugs. It actually takes 
drugs away from low-income people 
next year, in the year 2002 and the year 
2003. 

The underlying budget that Senator 
DOMENICI proposed in the President’s 
budget put in significant dollars, $11.2 
billion in 2002, $12.9 billion in 2003, and 
$14.8 billion in 2004, for low-income peo-
ple, to get immediate assistance to 
help them buy expensive drugs. It em-
ploys medicaid to help those who can’t 
help themselves; let’s get that money 
to them, through the States, and make 
it effective now. 

Unfortunately, the amendment be-
fore the Senate strikes that language. 
It eliminates the $40-some-odd billion 
of the President’s Helping Hand Pro-
gram and increases Medicare, raising 
taxes and spending, without Medicare 
reform. 

I happen to be on the Finance Com-
mittee. I am in favor of Medicare re-
form. I want to improve Medicare and 
to provide prescription drug benefits. I 
think we can do that. To say we don’t 
want to do anything for low-income 
people in the first 3 or 4 years, and to 
create a new entitlement for Medicare 
without reforming and saving Medicare 
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simultaneously, in my opinion, is a se-
rious mistake. 

This amendment, while very well in-
tended, would do damage to the sys-
tem. It would not get prescription 
drugs to the people who desperately 
need help, and need help now. 

Everyone in this body knows that 
Medicare is a ticking time bomb. We 
need to save it. We need to expand ben-
efits—including prescription drugs— 
but it cannot all be done simulta-
neously. We can do it the right way, 
this Congress and in a bipartisan fash-
ion. 

Elimination of the Helping Hand Pro-
gram, where we give assistance to 
those who need it the most, would be 
devastating. I urge my colleagues to 
work together, see if we can’t do both, 
see if we can’t get assistance to the 
States to help those who really need it, 
immediately, so we can have some as-
sistance in the year 2002. 

For an example, under the Presi-
dent’s proposal there is $11.2 billion in 
the year 2002 for drug assistance for 
low-income people; under the Baucus 
amendment, there is only a $100 mil-
lion expenditure for prescription drugs. 

Certainly the Domenici proposal, the 
President’s proposal, does a lot more in 
the year 2002. 

I compliment my colleague from New 
Mexico. I urge our colleagues not to 
support the underlying Baucus amend-
ment and see if we cannot come up 
with something to provide a prescrip-
tion drug benefit in Medicare, as well 
as reforming Medicare. I disagree with 
those who say we shouldn’t use Medi-
care trust funds to do that, to help pay 
for prescription drugs. 

Medicare is financed by a payroll tax, 
on all wages, at 1.45 percent. That is 
matched by the employer, with another 
1.45 percent. If my math is correct, 
that is 2.9 percent on all payroll. There 
was an enormous tax increase for Medi-
care that was enacted as a result of 
President Clinton’s tax increase in 
1993. This was when they increased the 
base for Medicare taxation away from 
the Social Security base, which right 
now I believe is $80,000. The Democrats 
put a tax on all wages, even if wages 
equal $1 million or $2 million or $10 
million. A tax of 2.9 percent on all 
wages to help pay for Medicare. 

The reason there is a surplus in Medi-
care funds is because of an enormous 
tax increase. Basically, it is a payroll 
tax. It is not a Medicare tax as we 
know it. It is a payroll tax increase 
passed by the Clinton administration 
in 1993. 

This is a new tax for anybody who 
makes over the Social Security base 
amount, which used to be 70-some- 
thousand dollars and is now climbing 
up. Why not let those people help pay 
for Medicare prescription drugs? I 
heard the argument, we can’t use Medi-
care tax to pay for Medicare benefit. I 
disagree with that. I don’t think that 
makes sense. 

I urge my colleagues to use common 
sense, to use Medicare funds to pay for 

Medicare benefits. That includes pre-
scription drugs. Do it in context with 
overall Medicare reform. Increasing 
benefits, without fixing the system, 
when we know demographically we 
have some challenges ahead—is only 
doing a small part of the job. Unless we 
take every step necessary to reform 
and provide benefits we are making a 
mistake. 

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. NICKLES. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. CONRAD. What happens, if you 

take a prescription drug benefit out of 
the Medicare trust fund, to the sol-
vency of the Medicare trust fund? 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I think 
my colleague raises an interesting 
point. What my colleagues have tried 
to do on the Democrat side is to insti-
tute a new Medicare benefit without fi-
nancing it by Medicare. In other words, 
use general revenues to finance any-
thing. 

I think if it is Medicare, it ought to 
be financed under the Medicare system. 
Maybe that is old fashioned. But if we 
are going to give it the Medicare des-
ignation, that is what it should be. A 
lot of people want to move a lot of dif-
ferent funds and have general revenues 
subsidize Medicare, but Medicare tax-
ation is growing, and growing substan-
tially. 

Let me give a couple of examples. 
Maximum taxation right now for a per-
son who makes $76,000, paying Social 
Security and paying Medicare: Social 
Security tax equals $9,000; Medicare 
tax equals over $2,000. I remind my col-
leagues they have to pay for those 
taxes with aftertax dollars. They al-
ready have to pay income tax on those 
dollars to pay Social Security and 
Medicare tax. I am not sure everybody 
is aware of that. I think it is grossly 
unfair. Maybe one of these days we will 
be able to fix that. Right now, we 
haven’t fixed it. 

So people can understand this di-
lemma, a person who makes $80,000 has 
to pay $9,000 Social Security tax, $2,000 
in Medicare tax, and they have to do it 
with aftertax dollars. So to pay that 
$11,000, in reality they have to make 
about $14,000 or $15,000. That is the 
present system. 

Now our colleagues are saying: That 
is not enough; we want to have a whole 
lot of general taxation—in other words 
money coming out of your income tax 
to also pump into the system because 
we are increasing benefits faster than 
you can pay for them. That is the argu-
ment that is being made on the other 
side. I disagree with that. 

I think to just say let’s increase new 
benefits and to have it outside of any 
Medicare reform is grossly irrespon-
sible. I tell my friend and colleague, I 
do not think that makes sense. 

I have a couple of other comments on 
the exploding cost of Medicare. You 
can almost take whatever estimate is 
out there and multiply it by two or 
three and it is still not going to be 
enough. Many people are proposing pre-
scription drug benefit. If you have a 

prescription drug benefit that some 
people are advocating and you do not 
have proper cost controls and so on, 
this cost can explode. 

Last year in the budget resolution we 
had a couple of Medicare provisions. 
We said, let’s have $20 billion we can 
put in immediately and another $20 bil-
lion contingent on Medicare reform, 
for a total of $40 billion over 5 years. 

Then, if I remember, the Senator 
from Virginia, Mr. Robb, came up with 
an amendment on the floor that said 
that is not enough. Let’s come up with 
another proposal, let’s do it to the 
tune, if I remember, of $248 billion. 
That was his proposal. We voted on 
that proposal. We defeated that pro-
posal. That proposal had enormous cost 
impacts and an enormous cost share of 
up to $80 copays, a huge expense. Yet it 
still was not enough for the Democrats. 

Now we have a proposal that is not 
100 and not 40 over 5, not 138—that is 
the President’s proposal—over 10. 
Somehow that is still not enough, even 
though it is a lot more than we passed 
last year. The Democrats want to dou-
ble the President’s figure. 

They have not calculated a program 
and they do not have an estimate of 
what the copays are going to be. They 
don’t have anything. They say what-
ever you have, we are going to double 
it and you cannot use Medicare funds 
to pay for it. That simply does not 
make sense. 

If somebody makes $1 million, 2.9 
percent of that is $29,000. There are a 
fair number of people who make that 
amount. There is a lot going into Medi-
care, and we are not going to let them 
use some of that money for prescrip-
tion drugs? That is the argument being 
made on the other side. It just does not 
make sense. 

I urge my colleagues to go about 
dealing with prescription drug benefits 
in a fiscally responsible way, not just 
to try to score points. It is not respon-
sible to double the figure just because 
there is political capital in doing so. 
Let’s work together to come up with 
something that is financially respon-
sible, that is solvent, that will not be 
putting our kids at a disadvantage. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CRAPO). The Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I was 
very interested to hear the lack of re-
sponse to the question that the Sen-
ator from North Dakota posed to the 
Senator from Oklahoma. The Senator 
from Oklahoma answered every ques-
tion except the one that was posed to 
him. The simple question that was 
asked was what happens to the sol-
vency of the Medicare trust fund if you 
use money out of that trust fund to 
provide a prescription drug benefit? 

The correct answer to that question 
is, you reduce the solvency of the Medi-
care trust fund. You make the trust 
fund go broke even sooner. That is 
what this chart shows. 

If you raid the Medicare trust fund to 
provide a prescription drug benefit, you 
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make Medicare go broke sooner. That 
is why we on our side have taken the 
fiscally responsible course. The fiscally 
responsible course is to pay for a pre-
scription drug benefit but not to touch 
one dime of the Social Security trust 
fund or the Medicare trust fund be-
cause that only endangers the solvency 
of those trust funds. 

So we have proposed a fiscally re-
sponsible plan, one that protects every 
penny of the Social Security trust 
fund, every penny of the Medicare trust 
fund, and then, with what remains, pro-
vides a tax cut with one-third of the 
money; with one-third of the money 
provides for the high-priority domestic 
needs including a specific program for 
prescription drugs. No, no, this is not 
just a matter of putting up a number. 
This is based on policy. This is based 
on a plan that is a prescription drug 
plan that is universal. Everybody who 
is eligible for Medicare can sign up. It 
is voluntary. If you do not want to be-
long, you do not have to belong. It pro-
vides enough support so people would 
actually be in the program, so you are 
not just getting the sickest people in 
and have a program that will not stand 
scrutiny over time. Then, with the 
final third, to fund this long-term debt 
that is growing because of our Social 
Security liability. 

That is a fiscally responsible plan. 
We do not rob Peter to pay Paul. We do 
not raid the Medicare trust fund to 
provide a new set of benefits when you 
need the money in that trust fund to 
keep the promises already made. 

The correct answer to the question I 
posed to the Senator from Oklahoma 
is, if you take money out of the Medi-
care trust fund to fund a prescription 
drug benefit, you hasten the insolvency 
of the Medicare trust fund. It goes 
broke sooner. We should not do that. 
That is a mistake. 

I thank the Chair. 
The Senator from Montana wants 

time off the resolution? 
Mr. BAUCUS. Five minutes? 
Mr. CONRAD. I yield to the Senator 

from Montana for 5 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. I listened closely to 

my good friend, the Senator from Okla-
homa, and his basic arguments against 
the pending amendment. As I heard 
him, he had a basic argument that the 
pending amendment would not provide 
benefits fast enough. I take it that he 
would rather follow the provisions con-
tained in the budget resolution, which 
he believes will get benefits to seniors 
more quickly. 

I do not know if my good friend 
knows, whenever we have tried that in 
the past—that is, block grant programs 
like CHIP—it takes States a couple of 
years at least to implement the pro-
gram. It is never something that comes 
up and is implemented right away. 

Second, a lot of States do not want 
the provision that is contemplated in 
the budget resolution. Why don’t they 
want it? Because they cannot afford it. 
They do not have the matching funds. 

Furthermore, some State legislatures 
like Montana’s meet every other year. 
Consequently, it would take a couple of 
years for those States to enact the 
measure that is contemplated by the 
ideas of the Senator from Oklahoma. 

I might also add, for those States 
that already do have a plan in place, 
they will just use the Federal money to 
substitute for the State money. It is a 
zero sum game. We are not adding any-
thing. The evidence and testimony be-
fore our committee are clearly along 
those lines. 

I might also say that if the majority 
is thinking of getting a prescription 
drug benefit out of the contingency 
fund we hear so much about, they 
should just work out the numbers. I 
know these are the numbers the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is working off of. 
They show that in the years 2005 to 
2006, the contingency fund for those 
years will be in deficit by about $5 or $6 
billion. That means that if there is any 
kind of meaningful prescription drug 
benefit program, it has to come out of 
the hospital insurance trust fund. 
There are only two places it can come 
from. 

We need to provide help for our 
States—particularly rural States—and 
rural hospitals. It is difficult for them 
to makes ends meet under Medicare. It 
is important for all of us to remember 
that more than half of the income for 
some rural hospitals is from Medicare 
receipts. Raiding the hospital trust 
fund would hurt those rural hospitals, 
and that’s not something we want to 
do. 

I also want to lay to rest a mis-
conception that might exist. The 
amendment I am offering contemplates 
Medicare reform. It does not preclude 
Medicare reform. In fact, the chairman 
of the committee and I, my staff and 
the staff of the chairman of the com-
mittee, have been talking about dif-
ferent Medicare reform options to go 
with a prescription drug benefit. It is 
true that there are all kinds of dif-
ferent Medicare reform provisions. Ob-
viously, the most extreme are not 
going to be passed this year. 

My amendment basically says, OK, 
there is probably not going to be 
enough money in the contingency fund. 

And if our only other option is the 
hospital insurance trust fund, we cer-
tainly don’t want to do that. I suggest 
taking a very small sliver out of the 
President’s tax cut proposal—about 
$158 billion—to fund a prescription 
drug benefit for our seniors. That $158 
billion would supplement the $153 bil-
lion that is already contained in the 
budget resolution, providing $311 bil-
lion total for a prescription drug ben-
efit that is going to work and that is 
paid for. 

I believe that when you do some-
thing, you should do it now, and do it 
right the first time. ‘‘Right the first 
time’’ for me is enough to come out to 
get the program started. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes has expired. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, how 
much time will the Senator from North 
Carolina need? I will provide 10 min-
utes off the budget resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

We are at a unique time in our coun-
try’s history. We have an opportunity 
to do things that we haven’t had the 
chance to do before. But in order to 
take advantage of this unique moment 
in our country’s history, we must make 
the right decisions and make the right 
choices. I think we have to begin by 
being straight with the American peo-
ple. 

First, we need to be honest about the 
fact that none of us know what is going 
to happen 5, 6, or 7 years from now. For 
us to suggest otherwise is nonsense. 
The American people do not know what 
is going to happen, and we don’t know 
what is going to happen. Any reputable 
economist in the country will say that 
there is no way to predict what is 
going to be happening 5 or 6 years from 
now in our economy. 

Second, in being straight with the 
American people, we need to stop sug-
gesting that we can have it all. There 
is a suggestion being made by some 
people in Washington that, in fact, we 
can have it all. We can have a huge tax 
cut. We can do everything we need to 
do for our public school system. We can 
give you prescription drugs. We can do 
everything we need to do to help our 
military men and women. We can have 
everything. Well, that is not the truth. 
That is not being straight with the 
American people. And I think the 
American people know this. 

There are two basic principles around 
which I hope this debate will revolve. 
First, we don’t know what is going to 
occur 5 or 6 years from now; second, no 
American family can have everything 
and we as a nation can’t have every-
thing. 

First, on the issue of what is going to 
happen 5 or 6 years from now, what we 
know from experience is that when 
budget surplus projections were made— 
actually, they were talking about the 
deficit at the time in the Reagan ad-
ministration—the projections were off 
by hundreds of billions of dollars. When 
George Herbert Walker Bush was Presi-
dent of the United States, exactly the 
same thing occurred. The projections 
were off by hundreds of billions of dol-
lars. The same occurred in the Clinton 
administration. Common sense would 
tell us that the current projections are 
just as speculative. The Secretary of 
the Treasury and Chairman Greenspan 
have all suggested exactly the same 
thing. 

So what we know with certainty is 
that we cannot predict where we will 
be 5 or 6 years from today. 

The President’s tax cut is loaded to 
the last 5 years of their 10-year period. 
The bulk of the costs and the bulk of 
the benefits fall in that last 5 years. It 
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is also during that last 5 years that 
most of the projected surplus falls. 

We have two things occurring simul-
taneously. The bulk of the costs of the 
tax cut and the benefits occur at ex-
actly the same time that the bulk of 
the surplus projection occurs, and also 
at the same time that those surplus 
projections are riskiest, when they are 
least reliable. 

Does it make common sense for us to 
have a huge tax cut, the bulk of which 
coincides with the time when the sur-
plus projections are at greatest risk for 
being wrong? We know these projec-
tions are going to be wrong. That is the 
one thing we don’t have any doubt 
about. We just do not know how wrong. 
And we need to be straight with the 
American people about that. 

So knowing these projections are 
going to be wrong, what is the sensible 
thing to do? The sensible thing to do is 
to have a more moderate tax cut that 
protects Social Security, that protects 
Medicare, and make sure the tax cut is 
fair to all the American people. 

If 5 or 6 years from now—and we 
can’t predict right now what is going 
to occur—the surpluses actually exist, 
and we have enacted a moderate tax 
cut, we have done everything we can to 
pay down the debt, and if we have pro-
tected Social Security and Medicare, 
we can do something else. We can do 
another tax cut. 

In the alternative, or even in addi-
tion, we can also do something about 
what we know is coming in the next 
decade—the retirement of the baby 
boomers. No one is talking about that, 
but this is going to put a tremendous 
strain on the Social Security system. 
But we know it is coming. 

One suggestion which has been made 
by the Concord Coalition is that we 
have mandatory IRAs; that we use 
some part of the surplus at that point 
to provide mandatory IRAs to the peo-
ple around the country, which helps 
deal with the demographic shift that 
we know is coming in the next decade. 
This is something we can talk more 
about, but we need to start focusing on 
this before it is too late. 

What I am suggesting is the common 
sense thing to do, knowing the 
unreliability of the surplus projections, 
knowing that we need to pay down our 
debt, knowing that we need to protect 
Social Security and Medicare, is to 
have a more moderate tax cut now and 
to pay down the debt to the extent we 
are able to pay it down. 

No one in this body wants to saddle 
our kids with these huge interest pay-
ments that are being made now on our 
national debt. And we don’t want to 
pass the debt itself on to our kids ei-
ther. The best thing we can do for them 
is make sure we pay down this debt. 

In addition to that, we don’t want to 
make our kids take care of us because 
Social Security is insolvent. They 
shouldn’t have to take care of us be-
cause we failed to protect Social Secu-
rity. 

We have an extraordinary oppor-
tunity to address these problems right 

now. The key is that we not squander 
it. 

Second, I want to emphasize that we 
must be straight with the American 
people and not suggest to them that 
they can have everything. It is just not 
the truth. 

We can have a tax cut, and we should 
have a tax cut. But we can’t have a tax 
cut of the size the President is pro-
posing and do all the other things that 
are being talked about—education, for 
example. 

Having been to schools all over my 
State in North Carolina, I know how 
desperately we need to make a real ef-
fort to improve our education system 
in this country. 

We have actually done some great 
things in North Carolina. Some of what 
the President is proposing is patterned 
after North Carolina—tough account-
ability, measurement, identification of 
the schools that are not performing, 
that are low performing, and making 
an intense effort to turn those schools 
around. 

This is what we did in North Carolina 
when we went through that process and 
identified the schools that were low 
performing, in addition to having 
tough accountability, we sent real ex-
perts in to turn the schools around. In 
those schools that are in poor school 
districts that did not have the re-
sources, we helped them; we gave them 
the resources they needed to turn the 
schools around. 

We know that needs to be done. Un-
fortunately, under this budget resolu-
tion, that is probably impossible. We 
cannot expect to have effective edu-
cation reform if we don’t commit our-
selves to do what is needed. We have to 
have a balanced, thoughtful approach 
to this issue. 

Secondly, I want to mention our 
military men and women. We have 
military bases that are very important 
to us in North Carolina. I have been 
there. I have talked to our military 
men and women. These are people who 
are devoting their lives to protect us, 
to defend us. They have, in many cases, 
inadequate housing. Some of them are 
having to live on food stamps. This is 
an embarrassment to us as a nation. 

We have to do something for our 
military men and women. The problem 
is, we can’t do everything. We can’t 
have a huge tax cut and still do what 
needs to be done in these other areas. 
But what we can do is have a more 
moderate tax cut that doesn’t jeop-
ardize our commitment to important 
national interests and that doesn’t 
jeopardize Social Security and Medi-
care. And most importantly, we can 
pay down the debt, not saddle our kids 
with it. 

What we ought to do is not spend 
money we do not have, to not spend 
money if we have no idea whether it 
will ever come into existence. Why is 
that not the responsible thing to do? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10 
minutes allotted to the Senator has ex-
pired. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for an additional 5 
minutes off the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from North Dakota yield an 
additional 5 minutes? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am glad to give 5 
minutes off the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized 
for 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. EDWARDS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, the key to this—in 

this debate, and in our discussion, our 
dialog with the American people—is 
that we tell them the truth. We do not 
know what is going to happen 5 or 6 
years from now. In addition to that, we 
have to be responsible when we decide 
what to do about this budget resolu-
tion. They can’t have everything. They 
know it. American families can’t have 
everything they want, and they know 
as a nation that we can’t have every-
thing we want. 

We also have to make absolutely sure 
that this tax cut we enact is fair; that 
it is fair to everybody; that the bene-
fits are not directed at a particular 
part of our society. We need to make 
sure that everybody gets a benefit—in-
cluding those people who work but 
only pay payroll taxes and don’t pay 
income taxes; those people need to be 
included in any tax cut. 

We need to make sure it is balanced 
so that middle-income people all across 
this country get a substantial benefit, 
so that working families get a substan-
tial benefit. 

So the principles we should be guided 
by are: No. 1, having a moderate, fis-
cally responsible tax cut; No. 2, making 
sure Social Security and Medicare are 
protected; and, No. 3, making sure this 
tax cut is fair—fair to all Americans, 
not unfairly benefitting one part of our 
society. 

In conclusion, we are at a remarkable 
moment in our country’s history. We 
have a chance to have a real impact 
not only over the course of the next 
decade but over the course of the next 
century. But we can only do it if we 
make the right decisions, if we are 
careful and deliberate and thoughtful, 
and if we are straight with the Amer-
ican people. We can have a balanced, 
moderate tax cut, giving real tax relief 
to the American people. We can pay 
down our debt, which is the responsible 
thing to do. We can preserve and shore 
up Medicare and Social Security. And 
we can have a tax cut plan that is fair 
to all Americans. But in order to do 
that, we have to begin by telling the 
American people the truth. And the 
truth is, we don’t know what is going 
to happen 5 or 6 years from now, and 
they can’t have everything. 

We as a nation have important deci-
sions to make. We have important 
choices to make. Those choices are 
going to have consequences for our 
country, and for our children. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, will the Senator from North 
Carolina yield for a question? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota controls the 
time. 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield 
time off the resolution to the Senator 
from Florida for the purposes of a ques-
tion or for any other purpose. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. The Senator 
from North Carolina has made such a 
compelling argument. I just want to 
question him about his people in North 
Carolina and their feelings about pay-
ing down the national debt. Would he 
further expound on that? 

Mr. EDWARDS. I have town hall 
meetings all the time with people in 
North Carolina, I say to Senator Nel-
son. Over and over people tell me ex-
actly the same thing, which is, they 
know that we need to pay off the na-
tional debt. They know it is really im-
portant to them that their kids not be 
saddled with this debt and the interest 
payments on the debt. They know that 
what has happened over the course of 
the last 8 or 9 years is we have taken a 
course of real responsibility. It is one 
of the reasons we have had such ex-
traordinary economic growth, such ex-
traordinary productivity. They know 
that in their gut. They do not need an 
economist to tell them. They know it. 
They know when they owe money they 
pay it back. That is what they expect 
our government to do. They do not 
want their kids saddled with this debt. 
So they think it is critically impor-
tant. I agree with that. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I suspect the 
people in North Carolina know, as do 
the people in Florida, that if there is 
an available surplus out there over the 
next 10 years, we ought to use it wise-
ly, be fiscally disciplined; and one of 
the first priorities should be that we 
pay down the national debt—that we 
leave some, after we enact a tax cut, in 
order to be able to pay down the na-
tional debt. 

Mr. EDWARDS. I say to the Senator, 
I think that is the only responsible 
thing to do under the circumstances. 
That is what I hear from folks in North 
Carolina. The truth of the matter is, 
they do not need some fancy projection 
or some economist to come tell them. 
It is just common sense. It is the sen-
sible thing to do. And they know it is 
the sensible thing to do. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I thank the 
Senator for yielding. 

Mr. EDWARDS. I thank the Senator 
for the question. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I yield the 
floor. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, when 
Senator DOMENICI wants the floor to do 
something, I will yield. But I want to 
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume off the resolution to speak about 
the issue that has been discussed on 
the other side of the aisle. 

I do not question the sincerity of the 
people who have been speaking to the 

point that we need to know what is 
down the road before we give tax cuts. 
The only thing that is strange about 
that argument is, they use that argu-
ment now, at a time when we have an 
opportunity to let the people keep 
some of their own money, at a time 
when we can have tax relief for every 
taxpayer who pays income tax. 

This somehow is a little bit unjust, 
to bring up the argument that maybe 
we can’t quite see what the future 
holds down the road, so we shouldn’t 
give a tax cut. For decades, I have 
served in Congress, listening to issues 
of spending—whether or not we should 
spend more money. I never heard these 
arguments back in the days of deficits. 
No one ever said that we could not see 
down the road far enough, so we should 
spend a little bit less. 

It seems to me that it’s very incon-
sistent to use this argument. I am not 
questioning the legitimacy of it; I am 
questioning the fact that it is used 
when we are talking about tax relief 
for working men and women, while at 
the same time, they don’t use it when 
talking about whether we ought to 
spend more money. Spending more 
money, without consideration of what 
is down the road, got us into 28 years of 
unbalanced budgets and driving up the 
big budget deficit that we had. So we 
ought to be as concerned about it on 
one side of the ledger as we are on the 
other. I think it is very important— 
when we are talking about tax relief 
and the priorities in the budget—that 
we always keep in mind that the Amer-
ican people are suffering from the high-
est level of taxation, as a percentage of 
the gross domestic product, since 
World War II. 

Right now, the rate of tax is 20.6 per-
cent of GDP. 

What does 20.6 percent of GDP mean? 
Compare it to a 40-year average of 
around 19 percent. Does 19 percent 
going up to 26.6 percent mean much? 
Yes, it means a lot, because that 
money is run through the Federal 
Treasury. This means political deci-
sions are made on how it is going to be 
spent. This process does not create new 
wealth. If it is in the pockets of the 
taxpayers, whether it is spent or in-
vested, it is going to create new 
wealth. Money in the taxpayers’ pock-
ets turns over many more times in the 
economy than if government spends it. 
Wealth is created only in the private 
sector. Government does not create 
wealth, it expends wealth. 

This situation is as if you had a 7- 
percent mortgage and you received 
more income than originally intended. 
Would you pay down your mortgage at 
7 percent or would you invest it in 
something that was going to pay 9 or 10 
percent? If you are a good business per-
son, you are going to invest it in some-
thing that pays a higher rate of return. 

Returning this money to the tax-
payers is going to give us a higher rate 
of return. It will keep us in line with 
the 19 percent of the gross domestic 
product which has been paid to the 

Federal Treasury as taxes from the 
American people. Hopefully, it will 
keep us at a level of expenditures 
around the same amount or a little bit 
less than we have spent in the past. 
This way, we will not build up artifi-
cially high levels of expenditures. If 
taxes grow to 21 percent, we could have 
a downturn in the economy. Our spend-
ing never goes down. We would keep 
our spending at the high level and then 
return to the days of deficit spending. 

From a standpoint of consistent pol-
icy, the level of taxation ought to be 
the policy which we have had for a long 
period of time. Taxpayers consider our 
historical level a legitimate level of 
taxation, and no economic harm has 
come from it because the last 20 years 
have been the best economic years this 
country has ever had. 

From the early days of Reagan 
through President George W. Bush, 
these are the best 20 economic years 
this country has ever had. It is because 
we have had a fairly consistent policy 
of taxation that has rewarded produc-
tivity and not overtaxed people. Taxes 
that come to Washington are ineffi-
ciently expended. 

Also, if we do not do something about 
that 20.6 percent, at the end of this dec-
ade it is going to go up to 22.7 percent. 
It will continue to grow. The reason it 
will continue to grow is that we have 
real bracket creep which increases tax-
ation. You go from one bracket to a 
higher bracket. We have indexation of 
taxes, but that is to offset inflation. 
We have real bracket creep when 
money is earned at higher levels by in-
dividuals, that is how we get this high 
level of taxation. 

Look at the individual income tax. 
The income tax 4 or 5 years ago was 
coming in at about 7.2 percent of gross 
domestic product. I am talking just 
about the individual income tax. Of all 
the taxes that come into the Federal 
Treasury, individual income taxes were 
a little over 7 percent of GDP. They are 
now over 10 percent of GDP. This is a 
very dramatic increase in the money 
coming into the Federal Treasury from 
income taxes. From that standpoint, it 
seems to me this is another reason the 
people deserve income tax relief. 

The individual income tax burden has 
doubled since President Clinton’s tax 
increase in 1993. That was the biggest 
tax increase in the history of the coun-
try. Reducing the biggest tax increase 
in the history of our country is where 
the Bush plan focuses its relief. 

For the nervous nellies of the Senate 
who are concerned about whether we 
can see down the road far enough when 
it comes to tax decreases but are not so 
concerned about seeing down the road 
of the future when it comes to expendi-
tures, they ought to have some con-
fidence in Alan Greenspan. Mr Green-
span says that over the long term, if 
the Federal Government continues to 
collect tax revenue at this record rate, 
the Federal Government will either 
spend the money or become a signifi-
cant holder of private assets. 
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The Federal Government becomes a 

significant holder of private assets 
when it has paid down every penny of 
the national debt that has come due 
and it cannot pay down any more with-
out paying tremendous premiums for 
calling in the bonds. There are some 
savings bonds we would not want to 
call in, whether it is young kids saving 
money through savings bonds or older 
people who have their money in sav-
ings bonds. They think it is very safe. 

There may be some of those instru-
ments that we will want to allow peo-
ple to have for their own well-being. 
We can pay down every cent on the na-
tional debt that can be paid down. But 
when we get too much money coming 
in, it burns a hole in our pocket, it will 
be spent. We do not want that to hap-
pen. Suppose it does not burn a hole in 
our pocket and we do not spend it. 
What are we going to do with it? We 
are not going to put it in a mattress at 
the Treasury Department. We are 
going to go into the market and buy 
things that will produce a return on 
that money. We do not want the Fed-
eral Government upsetting the finan-
cial markets by buying things on Wall 
Street or even certificates of deposit. 
When the Federal Government goes 
into the market, it goes in a big way 
that distorts the market. We should 
not have the Government doing that. 

Everybody seems to be hung up on 
this $1.6 trillion tax cut. The $1.6 tril-
lion tax cut is my personal preference, 
not that there is anything magic about 
it, but it is something we have talked 
about in an election. A person who is 
elected ought to perform in office com-
mensurate with the rhetoric of that 
campaign. Consequently, if anybody is 
surprised about President Bush sug-
gesting $1.6 trillion as tax relief for 
working men and women, the only 
shock they should have is that there is 
now somebody in office who ran on a 
platform and is presenting the program 
on which he ran. 

That is unusual in politics at all lev-
els in America. This President is deter-
mined to help reduce the cynicism to-
wards Government, so most of the 
ideas he has suggested to Congress in 
his first 100 days in office are those 
ideas on which he ran for office, and he 
wants to perform in office according to 
that. 

I am fortunate as chairman of the 
Senate Finance Committee to be able 
to work with the President who has 
goals I have been trying to accomplish 
before he ever decided to run for Presi-
dent. I am glad to be able to work 
through some pieces of legislation that 
are on his program, which is legislation 
I have wanted to accomplish. 

It is quite easy for me to work for 
this program, and work for the tax re-
lief for working men and women. Some 
of these parts of the tax package are 
parts on which I voted to support. 
Pieces of program have passed the Sen-
ate and House and were vetoed by the 
previous President. We now have a 
chance to get these through the Con-

gress, have them signed by the Presi-
dent, and give working men and women 
tax relief. I hope we move forward on 
these tax issues. 

Most importantly, for people on the 
other side who are nervous about a tax 
cut based on 10-year projections, re-
member, these are nonpolitical people 
making these projections. They don’t 
have a 1,000-percent batting average. I 
have noticed them getting much better 
in the years I have been in the Senate. 
They seek outside advice and outside 
predictors of the economic future may 
be, and compare that information to 
their own results. They take a fairly 
intermediate course, not one that 
projects the most rosy scenarios for 
the future or the least rosy scenarios 
for the future, but intermediate sce-
narios. That is a fairly responsible ap-
proach. 

For those concerned about taxes, I 
hope those Members are as consistent 
and concerned when it comes to ex-
penditures as well. I hope you are just 
as cautious in making expenditures, 
not knowing what the future holds, as 
you want everybody else to be when it 
comes to tax reductions. 

I wonder whether or not the people 
who are concerned about whether we 
can look 10 years into the future to 
make budget policy have any concerns 
about the fact that Jack Kennedy had 
a tax cut in 1963, bigger than the tax 
cut we are talking about, and it only 
looked ahead 1 year. When the second 
biggest tax cut of this half century was 
in 1981 under President Reagan, I don’t 
know that there was any concern that 
we only looked ahead 5 years at that 
time. We are trying to look further 
ahead because it is a wiser way to 
make public policy. 

On the other hand, I wonder how the 
very same people, raising the very 
same concerns about not being able to 
look down the road far enough to make 
a decision, ever got nerve enough to 
take out a 30-year mortgage. Surely 
they had to go to their banker. They 
had to ask the banker, can I get a 30- 
year mortgage? They had to show the 
banker they had the ability to repay 
that loan over the next 30 years. They 
had to think for the next 30 years, what 
is my income going to be? Will I ever 
be fired? They got a loan, I bet, based 
upon having some sort of confidence in 
the future. 

That is how we go about making a 
decision on handling the $28 trillion 
that is coming into the Federal Treas-
ury over the next 10 years. We decided 
that a lot of it will be spent and we had 
to accommodate for inflation during 
that period of time. We built in 4-per-
cent increases just for inflation and 
some growth each of the next 10 years. 
That is all figured into the $28 trillion 
that is coming in before we figured 
that we had a $5.6 trillion surplus. Out 
of the $5.6 trillion surplus, we take all 
of that money that is in trust funds 
and put it off the table. We take $1.6 
trillion off the table for a tax cut, and 
what we have left for emergencies is 

$900 billion. This can be used of pre-
scription drug programs for senior citi-
zens, and unanticipated expenditures. 

We have been very cautious as we ap-
proach the future. We use the same 
tools at hand that any citizen has in 
looking into the future as they borrow 
or make plans on what they will spend 
down the road. Two trillion dollars is a 
lot of money. My guess is this growth 
of the economy has been figured con-
servatively enough that we will have 
much more than that over the next 10 
years. We just have to wait. I think 
this is doable. 

Some of my Republican friends said 
this tax cut ought to be a lot more 
than $1.6 trillion. I think it is impor-
tant to build confidence. I think intel-
lectually we can show it is doable. We 
can pay down every cent on the na-
tional debt that can be paid down over 
the next 10 years. We can have pre-
scription drugs, fund our priorities, and 
still keep money for working men and 
women to be further rewarded for the 
fruits of their labor and the fruits of 
their minds that have given us this 
great economy and the great economic 
growth we have had. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI. We are ready to ask 

for a unanimous consent. 
I ask unanimous consent Senator 

GRASSLEY be recognized to offer an 
amendment on behalf of himself, Sen-
ator SNOWE, Senator DOMENICI, Senator 
COLLINS, Senator FRIST, and others 
who want to join on our side. That is 
an amendment in the first degree re-
garding Medicare and prescription 
drugs. I ask that the time between now 
and 5 o’clock be equally divided for de-
bate on both amendments, and fol-
lowing the use or yielding back of that 
time, the Senate proceed on two con-
secutive votes, the first on or in rela-
tion to the Grassley amendment, which 
I have just described as to its cospon-
sorship, to be followed by a vote on or 
in relation to the Baucus amendment, 
without any intervening action or de-
bate, and that no second-degree amend-
ments be in order to either amend-
ment. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, would the Senator from New Mex-
ico agree, prior to the second vote, 
there be 2 minutes equally divided. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Two minutes equally 
divided, of course. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWNBACK). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, sen-
iors’ ability to afford prescription 
drugs is a very serious problem. Too 
many seniors have to make a painful 
choice between paying for medicine or 
paying for rent and food. I have heard 
from many Missouri constituents on 
this issue. It is time that Congress en-
acts a comprehensive prescription drug 
benefit for all seniors. This is why I am 
cosponsoring and supporting the 
amendment to the Senate budget reso-
lution that would create a voluntary 
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prescription drug benefit for all seniors 
through the Medicare program. 

The Democratic amendment makes 
an investment in an affordable, acces-
sible, and meaningful prescription drug 
benefit for all beneficiaries. Instead of 
making a real investment in a Medi-
care prescription drug benefit, the Re-
publican budget resolution invests only 
$153 billion over 10 years in this critical 
initiative. This investment is nowhere 
near sufficient to meet the need. 

The size of the Republican leader-
ship’s tax cut would make it impossible 
to provide the additional investment 
needed to meet the demand of this im-
portant national priority. The Demo-
cratic amendment would reduce the 
tax cut by $158 billion over 10 years and 
invest a total of $311 billion over 10 
years in a Medicare prescription drug 
benefit for all beneficiaries. 

The Democratic amendment to the 
budget resolution proposes a prescrip-
tion drug benefit for all Medicare bene-
ficiaries that does not use funds from 
the Medicare or Social Security sur-
pluses. The amendment will provide a 
benefit that is voluntary, gives bene-
ficiaries meaningful protection, is af-
fordable to all beneficiaries and the 
program, and ensures access to the 
drugs seniors and people with disabil-
ities need at the pharmacies they 
trust. In addition, it is consistent with 
broader Medicare reform. 

It is time that Congress act on this 
important matter. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer my support for the Bau-
cus-Graham Medicare prescription 
drug amendment. The amendment sets 
a total of $311 billion for the creation 
of a Medicare prescription drug benefit. 
The need for a prescription drug ben-
efit under Medicare grows each and 
every year. Unfortunately, the budget 
resolution currently before us fails to 
meet our seniors tremendous need in 
this area. 

Advances in medical science have 
revolutionized the practice of medi-
cine. And the proliferation of pharma-
ceuticals has radically altered the way 
acute illness and chronic disease are 
treated and managed. Further fueling 
these advancements have been annual 
increases in the budget of the National 
Institutes of Health, NIH. This year, 
the NIH is slated to receive an increase 
of $2.8 billion, which not coincidentally 
just happens to be equal to the total 
increase in the entire Department of 
Health and Human Services, HHS, 
budget. 

While the allocation of $153 billion 
for both Medicare reform and the cre-
ation of a prescription drug benefit is 
probably the most blatant example of 
how our most vulnerable citizens are 
being shortchanged by the budget reso-
lution, the overall budget for HHS is 
laden with vital programs that are 
being decimated so the Administration 
can fund an ever-growing and mis-
guided tax cut. However, we will not 
know exactly which programs have 
been sacrificed until after the budget 
resolution has already passed. 

With regard to pharmaceuticals, I am 
deeply concerned that we are creating 
a situation like the classic story of 
Rapunzel, except in this case, sci-
entists and remarkable new medical 
treatments are in the ivory tower and 
the people who would most benefit 
from these lifesaving advancements are 
on the other side of the moat with no 
bridge. 

Thanks to the years we held the 
course of fiscal discipline, we now have 
a historic opportunity to fund our na-
tion’s priorities, prepare for future ex-
penditures and return some of the re-
maining surplus back to the American 
taxpayer. Later this week, an alter-
native budget resolution will be offered 
which I believe strikes the right bal-
ance of fiscal discipline and investing 
in our priorities. It includes adequate 
funding for a universal Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit for every senior 
in America. 

We are already painfully aware of the 
fact that remarkable advances in med-
ical science, particularly in the area of 
pharmaceuticals, do not come without 
a cost. Since 1980, prescription drug ex-
penditures have grown at double digit 
rates and today prescription drugs con-
stitute the largest out-of-pocket cost 
for seniors. For millions of seniors, 
many of whom are living on a fixed in-
come and do not have a drug benefit as 
part of their health insurance cov-
erage, access to these new medicines is 
simply beyond reach. 

Even more alarming, it is estimated 
that 38 percent of seniors pay $1,000 or 
more for prescription drugs annually, 
while 3 in 5 Medicare beneficiaries lack 
a dependable source of drug coverage. 
This lack of reliable drug coverage for 
today’s seniors is reminiscent of the 
lack of hospital coverage for the elder-
ly prior to the creation of Medicare. 
Back in 1963, an estimated 56 percent of 
seniors lacked hospital insurance cov-
erage. Today, after all our investments 
in health care and prevention, 53 per-
cent of seniors still lack a prescription 
drug benefit. This is unacceptable. 

The need for a Medicare prescription 
drug benefit is a top concern for the el-
derly and disabled in my home state of 
Rhode Island. Many seniors continue to 
be squeezed by declines in retiree 
health insurance coverage, increasing 
Medigap premiums and the capitation 
of annual prescription drug benefits at 
$500 or $1000 under Medicare managed 
care plans. Seniors in my state are 
frustrated and burdened both finan-
cially and emotionally by the lack of a 
reliable prescription drug benefit. As 
their Senator, I am committed to doing 
all I can to relieve them of this tre-
mendous burden. 

While the need for a prescription 
drug benefit is clear and the desire on 
the part of some members of Congress 
is there, action on Medicare prescrip-
tion drug legislation has been slow. I 
sincerely hope that this chamber can 
have the courage to fulfill the promise 
we made over 30 years ago to provide 
for seniors’ health care needs. Clearly, 

in today’s world that means the provi-
sion of prescription drug coverage. The 
time is now to make the step from 
rhetoric to action on a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit. We should all 
feel compelled to seize this opportunity 
to strengthen and enhance Medicare 
for the new millennium. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I believe Senator 
GRASSLEY has the proposed amend-
ment. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

AMENDMENT NO. 173 TO AMENDMENT NO. 170 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I send an amend-

ment to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. This is for Senator 
GRASSLEY, Senator SNOWE, Senator 
DOMENICI, Senator COLLINS, and Sen-
ator Frist. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], for 
himself, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. DOMENICI, Ms. COL-
LINS, and Mr. FRIST, proposes an amendment 
No. 173 to amendment numbered 170. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 49 strike lines 15 through line 6 on 

page 50 and insert the following: 
SEC. 203. RESERVE FUND FOR PRESCRIPTIONS 

DRUGS AND MEDICARE REFORM IN 
THE SENATE. 

If the Committee on Finance of the Senate 
reports a bill or joint resolution, or a con-
ference report thereon is submitted, which 
reforms the medicare program under title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395 et seq.) and improves the access of bene-
ficiaries under that program to prescription 
drugs, the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may revise com-
mittee allocations for the Committee on Fi-
nance and other appropriate budgetary ag-
gregates and allocations of new budget au-
thority (and the outlays resulting therefrom) 
in this resolution by the amount provided by 
the bill, joint resolution, or conference re-
port but not to exceed $300,000,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 2002 through 2011. The 
total adjustment made under this section for 
any fiscal year may not exceed the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s estimate of the Presi-
dent’s medicare reform and prescription drug 
plan (or, if such a plan is not submitted in a 
timely manner, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice’s estimate of a comparable plan sub-
mitted by the Chairman of the Committee on 
Finance). 

SENATOR GRASSLEY’S TALKING POINTS ON HIS 
MEDICARE AMENDMENT TO THE BUDGET 
APRIL 2001 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 

amendment I am offering with Sen-
ators SNOWE, DOMENICI, COLLINS, and 
FRIST this afternoon represents Senate 
Republicans following through on our 
commitments. We joined President 
Bush in committing to strengthen and 
improve Medicare to meet the needs of 
older Americans. And the amendment I 
am offering demonstrates that we will 
keep that promise. 

This amendment provides the flexi-
bility necessary for the Finance Com-
mittee to craft legislation that not 
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only provides necessary reforms and 
improves access to prescription drugs, 
but does so in a responsible fashion—so 
we’re not left with uncontrollable 
spending. 

I hear from constituents all the time 
about things in Medicare that need to 
be updated. And while prescription 
drugs is the most visible improvement, 
it is surely not the only one. 

Medicare is operating on a system 
that is almost a half-century old. 
There is little doubt in anyone’s mind 
that this system is not only out-of- 
date, but that it cannot support the 
surge of baby boomers that will enter 
the program over the next decade. 

We owe it to our beneficiaries to pro-
vide high-quality 21st century medi-
cine, we owe it to our providers to let 
them deliver the care they were 
trained to provide instead of spending 
all of their time on paperwork and reg-
ulations, and we owe it to our tax-
payers to make sure we’re spending 
every dollar wisely—and not waste-
fully. 

I think we have a real opportunity to 
get Medicare legislation done this year 
and the amendment I am offering 
today allows us an opportunity to do 
just that. 

I look forward to working with the 
President and my colleagues here in 
the Senate to craft a Medicare proposal 
that makes sense for beneficiaries and 
that is fiscally responsible for our tax-
payers. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, my good 

friend from Iowa, my chairman, is at-
tempting, in a good-faith way, to figure 
out how we are going to get a greater 
prescription drug benefit to our sen-
iors. It is clear our seniors need it. The 
only question that is facing this body 
is simple: which of the two alter-
natives, the one offered by the chair-
man or the one offered by myself, is 
more likely to get them the benefit? 

The circumstance is a bit awkward, a 
bit difficult. My chairman and myself 
are offering competing amendments. In 
a real sense, they are very similar. It is 
about the same thing. We are both try-
ing to get a prescription drug benefit, 
and in each case the amount is roughly 
the same, $300 billion. The amendment 
of the Senator says up to $300 billion 
over 10 years. The amendment I am of-
fering says we will add $158 billion to 
the current $153 billion. That comes 
out to $311 billion. So we are both talk-
ing about $300 billion total in prescrip-
tion drug benefits for the next 10 years 
for our senior citizens who, essentially, 
are currently not covered. 

The question really is, Why are we 
here? We are both talking about $300 
billion. What is the big deal? Why don’t 
we just agree and get on with the other 
amendments? 

The point is there is an honest, good- 
faith difference of opinion as to which 
of the two is more likely to provide the 
actual prescription drug benefits. The 

amendment I have offered very simply 
states we will take $158 billion out of 
the $1.6 trillion tax bill and add that to 
the budget resolution of $153 billion, 
which means a specific $311 billion for 
prescription drug benefits which in-
cludes reform. 

My amendment does not in any way 
preclude Medicare reform. Certainly, 
Medicare reform has to be addressed, 
and I think we should begin to address 
it this year in the Finance Committee. 

The amendment offered by my chair-
man—he is a great guy, I might add. He 
is a great Senator and great chairman 
of the committee. But I think we have 
a little bit of an honest difference of 
opinion as to which approach is more 
likely to get the result. His amend-
ment, if I might read it, is very simple. 
I will cut out the useless words and 
just state the pertinent words: If the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate 
reports a bill or a joint resolution 
which reforms the Medicare program 
and improves the access of bene-
ficiaries, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee may—underline the word 
‘‘may’’—revise committee allocations 
that are appropriate. 

It goes on to say the total adjust-
ment made may not exceed the Con-
gressional Budget Office estimate of 
the President’s Medicare reform and 
prescription drug plan. 

Basically, there are several soft 
phrases and soft words which raise 
questions as to the degree to which 
this is going to come to pass. The first 
soft word is ‘‘if’’ the Committee on Fi-
nance. It doesn’t direct the Committee 
on Finance to report out a prescription 
drug bill. It just says ‘‘if.’’ Of course, 
who knows what the Committee on Fi-
nance is going to do if it is not manda-
tory. 

Second, it provides even if the Com-
mittee on Finance reports out this bill, 
the committee on budget ‘‘may’’ revise 
committee allocations. Not that it 
shall revise committee allocations, 
only that it may. 

I think there is probably a pretty 
good reason why the word is ‘‘may’’ 
and not ‘‘shall.’’ That is, to be honest, 
because we do not have the dollars. The 
contingency fund—everybody has a 
claim to it. It most likely will not be 
there. The only other alternative is to 
go into the hospital insurance trust 
fund. We certainly do not want to do 
that. 

The practical result of this amend-
ment, it seems to me, from any fair 
reading, is that most likely—even 
though we intend to have the dollars 
there, intention is not enough—as a 
practical matter, the dollars are not 
going to be there so we will not have a 
meaningful prescription drug benefit. 

It also provides the chairman of the 
Budget Committee ‘‘may’’ provide this 
allocation only ‘‘if’’ it does not exceed 
the estimate of the President’s plan in 
Medicare reform. So it really precludes 
us in the Senate from adopting any 
prescription drug plan or Medicare re-
form plan other than the President’s. I 

think we should have a little leeway on 
what we are doing. 

So the alternative we face is very 
simple. It is a very simple alternative 
and Senators will differ about it. Clear-
ly some Senators do not want to touch 
the tax cut. They think it is what it 
should be. Other Senators think it is 
maybe too much. But the choice is 
very simple. I think this is a fair state-
ment and it is pretty hard for anybody 
to come up with anything very dif-
ferent than what I am going to say. 

The choice is to reduce the Presi-
dent’s tax cut—or the Budget Com-
mittee tax plan—by about $158 billion 
over 10 years and add that to the pre-
scription drug benefit called for in the 
budget resolution for a total of $300 bil-
lion, and specify that—which means 
roughly $311 billion for a prescription 
drug benefit along with reform—that is 
option 1—or option 2 is no reduction in 
the President’s tax plan but hope that 
maybe the Finance Committee will re-
port out a bill, the hope that maybe 
the chairman of the Budget Committee 
will come up with the reallocation, and 
that basically it must conform with 
the President’s number. 

I love to think we have the money 
there under the contingency fund for 
Medicare prescription drugs that is not 
out of the hospital insurance trust fund 
but somewhere else. But this is all so 
simple. I do not have the list in front of 
me, but all of the claims on the contin-
gency fund are just innumerable. Alter-
native minimum tax, it is the tax ex-
tenders, it is some business tax cuts, it 
is pension reform, it is emergency as-
sistance, it is defense. 

Does anybody here think in the next 
10 years the President of the United 
States is not going to, under NMD, 
offer a big significant boost in defense 
spending, say, next year or the fol-
lowing year? We know it is coming. 
There is nothing left in this contin-
gency fund. It is just not there. 

I do not want to get too technical 
about this, but even under the budget 
resolution provided for on the floor, in 
years 5, 6, and 7, the amount of the con-
tingency trust fund is negative, is $6 
billion or $7 billion during that period. 
That means any plan has to come out 
of the hospital insurance trust fund. 

I made my point. It is a simple alter-
native. One is definite. It tells the Fi-
nance Committee to come up with $300 
billion. The other is a big maybe. And 
the maybe is based on very shifting 
stands. It is just not solid enough to 
support the conclusion that the money 
is going to be there. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, par-

liamentary inquiry. How much time do 
we have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 81 minutes 22 seconds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. On the other side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 

have 13 minutes 43 seconds. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself 2 min-

utes and then I will ask Senator FRIST 
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to manage on my side. I have to leave 
the floor. He and Senator GRASSLEY 
will finish up the debate. 

I say to everybody listening, the 
plain and simple fact is we propose we 
not reduce the President’s $1.6 trillion 
tax cut as a means of paying for pre-
scription drug reform because we be-
lieve that is exactly what the contin-
gency fund of $500 billion was intended 
for. We provide a mechanism to make 
sure that if the President poses a per-
manent fix to Medicare, or the Finance 
Committee writes one, in each event 
they will be funded not to exceed $300 
billion. 

The Senator says there is a lot of 
‘‘ifs’’ and ‘‘maybes.’’ I want to close by 
saying: Whatever happens to their 
amendment, there is no prescription 
drug bill until the committee writes 
one, right? So you are saying you are 
putting the money in and it is all full 
of ifs and ands and buts and maybes; to 
wit, you have to write a bill. 

Nobody knows when the bill will be 
written. Why do we put the money in? 
We are not sure what it is going to be. 
We have estimates from $346 billion to 
$500 billion, if necessary. 

We think we are doing the judicious 
thing leaving the tax cut intact and 
providing for prescription drug reform 
that is significant that can be up to 
but not exceeding $300 billion. And we 
will assign it to the committee on the 
happening of either of two events: the 
President submits one which the Con-
gressional Budget Office estimates or 
the distinguished chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee produces one that is 
costed out. And then we give them the 
money but not to exceed $300 billion. 

That is the summary underneath our 
proposal. Unless and until we write a 
bill, there will be no money spent on 
Medicare prescription drugs because we 
still have to write the reform measure. 

I yield the floor at this point. I yield 
it to my two friends. 

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, what a 

difference a few hours makes. What a 
dramatic transformation. When we pro-
posed this morning a prescription drug 
benefit and the funding for it of $311 
billion, the other side said: There the 
Democrats go again. All they want to 
do is spend money. 

But here we are at 4:30 in the after-
noon and the Republicans are back. 
And what do they want to do? They 
want to spend almost the identical 
amount of money. 

What has occurred here is absolutely 
fascinating. There has been a trans-
formation. It has been really quite re-
markable. All of this morning the Re-
publican line was, Oh, the Democrats 
just want to spend money. But by 4:30 
in the afternoon the Republicans want 
to spend the same money. The dif-
ference is they want to raid the Medi-
care trust fund, and we want to protect 
the Medicare trust fund. We want a 
prescription drug benefit directly and 

clearly out of surpluses outside of the 
trust funds. 

Let me show you why the proposal of 
our friends on the other side will put us 
right into the trust funds. This chart 
shows the surpluses available under the 
Republican budget proposal year by 
year. As you can see, in the year 2005, 
there is only $7 billion available before 
they are into the Medicare trust fund. 
They are here proposing $300 billion of 
expenditures for a prescription drug 
benefit. When you divide $300 billion by 
the 10 years covered, that is about $30 
billion a year. If they use $30 billion in 
the year 2005 for a prescription drug 
benefit, guess what. They are using 
Medicare trust fund money to fund a 
prescription drug benefit. What is 
wrong with that? That way leads to 
bankruptcy of the Medicare trust fund 
at an earlier date. That leads to insol-
vency of the Medicare trust fund at an 
earlier date. 

That is why our amendment is supe-
rior. It is better fiscally. It is better for 
a prescription drug benefit because we 
will not permit raiding the Medicare 
trust fund to fund a prescription drug 
benefit. We protect every penny of the 
Social Security trust fund, every penny 
of the Medicare trust fund, and we fund 
a prescription drug benefit—the $300 
billion they are talking about—out of 
what is remaining. They are funding 
the Medicare prescription drug benefit 
out of the trust fund. 

It is just as clear as it can be. This 
amendment ought to be relabeled the 
‘‘Grassley Raid the Medicare Trust 
Fund Amendment.’’ That is what we 
ought to call it because that is what it 
does. 

I yield the floor. 
Does the Senator from Michigan seek 

time? I yield the Senator from Michi-
gan 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
rise to share the concern expressed by 
my colleagues who have been providing 
leadership on this budget resolution. I 
respect the chairman of the Finance 
Committee, the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa. 

I must rise to indicate that I could 
not be more concerned about the ap-
proach that is being taken on this 
amendment. I am proud to be a cospon-
sor of the underlying Baucus amend-
ment that provides a real prescription 
drug plan for our seniors. No ifs, ands, 
or buts. It is real. It is there, and it 
will not come out of the Medicare trust 
fund. 

As to what was said by our distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota 
talking about the Medicare trust fund, 
this budget resolution, unfortunately, 
is a big shell game. It starts by saying, 
except for Medicare and Social Secu-
rity, every penny-plus will go to a tax 
cut to wealthiest Americans; every 
penny projected for 10 years of any pos-
sible surplus. Then, to pay for funding, 
it moves Medicare trust funds of $500 
billion-plus over into something called 
the contingency fund. 

We have been spending a lot of time 
trying to shore up Medicare and Social 
Security and protect it for the future. 
We know the baby boomers are going 
to be retiring within the next 11 years. 
The last thing we need to do is be 
spending those trust funds. 

But because of the way this budget 
resolution is put together, the entire 
Medicare trust fund goes from about 
being protected over to being spent. 

This proposal, unfortunately, spends 
Medicare in order to provide some pos-
sible prescription drug coverage. It is 
an amendment that goes against itself. 

We need to be protecting the current 
Medicare trust fund, modernizing 
Medicare, and adding dollars so we are 
strengthening it in terms of prescrip-
tion drug coverage. 

Earlier this afternoon I heard com-
ments on the other side of the aisle 
talking about how we don’t know how 
we are going to pay for this proposal, 
that seniors are going to have to wait, 
and that we can’t afford to do this. 
How long do the seniors of this country 
have to wait? How long do they have to 
wait? 

I have been in the Congress only 4 
years-plus—four in the House and now 
in this distinguished body in which I 
am so honored to serve on behalf of the 
people Michigan. But in the entire time 
I have been here, we have been talking 
about updating Medicare to cover pre-
scription drugs. And every day we wait 
there are thousands or millions of sen-
iors who are sitting down at the kitch-
en table in the morning saying: Do I 
eat today or do I get my medicine? Do 
I pay the utilities today or do I get my 
medicine? 

We don’t have that same sense of ur-
gency that I hear from the families in 
Michigan. We need to have that. Our 
seniors can’t wait. 

We don’t need smoke and mirrors. We 
don’t need a shell game. We don’t need 
to spend the current Medicare trust 
fund. We need to be honest and upfront 
and say that we are willing to take just 
a small part—less than 7 percent of the 
tax cut being proposed—to be moved 
over and provide the seniors of our 
country help with prescription drug 
coverage. 

The majority of seniors will not ben-
efit from this tax cut. They won’t re-
ceive the tax cut. The tax cut that we 
can provide for them, and the money 
we can put back in their pockets, is by 
giving them help with their medicine 
and giving them help with the cost of 
prescription drugs. That is money back 
in the pockets of the senior citizens 
and those with disabilities in our coun-
try. I think they deserve something in 
their pockets as well. 

While I support a tax cut that is 
across the board and geared to middle- 
class taxpayers, small businesses, and 
family farmers, I think we can also, if 
we do this right and we are honest 
about it and if we put together the 
right priorities, make sure we keep the 
promise. If we do not do it now, when 
will we? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. FRIST. I yield myself 12 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee is recognized for 
up to 12 minutes. 

Mr. FRIST. How much time do I 
have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee controls 16 min-
utes 15 seconds. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 12 minutes. Please notify me 
when 2 minutes are remaining. 

Mr. President, as I mentioned earlier 
this morning, we have a tremendous 
opportunity, I believe. It is reflected by 
amendments on both sides of the aisle. 
That opportunity is to expand Medi-
care in terms of its benefit coverage; 
that is, adding prescription drugs, 
which is critically important. It is 
vital if we want to be able to look sen-
iors and individuals with disabilities in 
the eye and say: We are going to give 
you health care security. 

That is what Medicare is all about. 
Why? Because prescription drugs, I be-
lieve, has to be a part of Medicare, just 
as the hospital bed or inpatient hos-
pitalization or outpatient care, to ful-
fill that responsibility. But to have 
health care security, it requires us, I 
believe, to do more than just add a ben-
efit which none of us really know how 
to add on. None of us have developed 
the policy through which we can de-
liver these services as of yet. But add-
ing that benefit alone on to a structure 
which has, as good as it is, real prob-
lems, problems in terms of solvency— 
and what that means really is sustain-
ability—is irresponsible. When you 
look at a 40-year-old, or a 50-year-old, 
or a 60-year-old, they want to know 
that the Medicare program is going to 
be there 20 years later. Today we can-
not say that in good conscience, unless 
we modernize the system, improve the 
system, and strengthen the system. 

The way the debate has evolved over 
the course of the day, now we have two 
very clear choices. One adds prescrip-
tion drugs in a right way and one does 
so in a wrong way. The right way, I be-
lieve, is Senator GRASSLEY’s amend-
ment. The wrong way is Senator BAU-
CUS’s amendment. I want to explain 
why. 

We link the Grassley amendment to 
modernization, to strengthening the 
system, to improving the Medicare sys-
tem, including prescription drugs— 
something their amendment does not 
do. Theirs addresses only the prescrip-
tion drug concept and does not, as was 
just said, link to that improvement, 
that strengthening, that moderniza-
tion. We want to be able to respond to 
that individual’s needs. That is what 
Medicare reform is all about. 

We believe strongly that reform must 
be a part of our response—and that is 
why it is spelled out in the Grassley 
amendment—where, yes, we are com-
mitted to spending an additional $150 
billion. That is what the amendment 
does. But it says on top of that we will 

spend up to another $150 billion after 
the policy is formulated. Right now we 
do not have the policy. 

The reason why it is so important to 
at least think about the policy—to 
make policy before we fund it—is be-
cause of this figure shown right here in 
relation to prescription drugs. This 
chart shows the prescription drug de-
mand and the response to that demand 
from 1965 to 1999. This shows how much 
has been expended overall. The whole 
point of this chart is that you can look 
at what has happened over the last 4 to 
5 years. There has been explosive 
growth of prescription drugs. And we 
are talking about trying to fund this in 
some way for seniors, but we do not 
have the policy yet. So the Grassley 
amendment says, if we develop that 
policy—when we develop that policy— 
either by the President of the United 
States or the Finance Committee, then 
let’s figure out how much it costs and 
place that into the budget for up to 
$300 billion; and only after that has 
been costed out, so we will know what 
that policy is going to cost the tax-
payers. 

Why? If you look ahead on this 
chart—and on the red chart I showed 
you to 1999 how much we have been 
spending; I showed you the explosive 
growth here—if we do not do it right, 
with the right policy, if we do not in-
clude prescription drugs in Medicare, 
and integrate it in such a way that we 
have the tools that in some way can 
control the cost, constrain the cost, 
look at what is going to happen. This 
chart shows what is projected to hap-
pen if we do not do anything: explosive 
growth. 

So what we are layering—again, for 
all people, not just seniors; seniors are 
about a third of this—if we super-
impose and place this, without Medi-
care reform, on our Medicare system, 
we cannot look seniors in the eye and 
say this program is going to be around 
in 10 years or 15 years. It simply cannot 
be sustained. 

I showed earlier today why that is 
the case. It is because we are deficit 
spending. We are spending more in 
Medicare today. If you look at Part A 
and Part B, Medicare in the whole, we 
are spending more today than we are 
taking in. We are deficit spending even 
in the Part A. The hospital trust fund 
will be deficit spending in 2016, but 
today we are running a deficit. If we 
superimpose, without the policy, a pro-
gram of prescription drugs on Medicare 
without reform, I believe we are behav-
ing irresponsibly, if we are looking at 
the sustainability of Medicare long- 
term. 

Medicare’s problem today: Just look 
at Part A. It is going bankrupt by 2029. 
Deficit spending in just 15 years. It 
only covers 53 percent today of bene-
ficiaries’ health care costs. That is 
right now. And that is going to get 
worse over time unless we modernize 
the system. 

There is no coverage for prescription 
drugs. It is a generational timebomb. 

We are going to be doubling the num-
ber of seniors coming into the system 
over the next 30 years. 

Congressional mandates right now 
through HCFA have resulted in 135,000 
pages of regulations governing that 
doctor-patient relationship. Medicare 
has simply not kept pace, in terms of 
quality, access, and the delivery of 
health care, with our private systems. 

So in about 15 minutes we are going 
to have a choice. The choice is between 
two amendments, both of which ad-
dress prescription drugs on the part of 
the Senate, in the effort, the commit-
ment to include prescription drugs as a 
part of Medicare. Something, I think 
just about everybody agrees on. But, 
again, there is a right way and a wrong 
way. 

I support Senator GRASSLEY’s amend-
ment because it says, yes, let’s spend 
the $153 billion that is in the under-
lying bill, and once we come up with 
the policy, which we do not have—no-
body in this body has it—through the 
Finance Committee or from the Presi-
dent of the United States, if it is going 
to cost up to $300 billion, we will be 
willing, through Senator DOMENICI and 
the Budget Committee, to add another 
$150 billion, for a total of $300 billion; 
but it has to be tied to reform, to mod-
ernization, to strengthening the sys-
tem. 

I oppose the Baucus amendment in 
large part because it does not tie it to 
reform in any way. It does not basi-
cally say, to engage prescription drugs 
responsibly and integrate it into the 
system, you have to modernize the sys-
tem itself. 

Secondly, it unnecessarily takes 
money out of the taxpayers’ pocket. 
Basically, the way they have theirs 
worded versus the Grassley amend-
ment, the Grassley amendment comes 
out of the contingency fund. The Bau-
cus amendment takes the money away 
from the taxpayer by cutting the tax 
relief which every hard-working tax- 
paying American deserves today. 

I believe this is a very important 
issue. I believe it does demonstrate the 
overall commitment on behalf of the 
Senate that prescription drugs are im-
portant, that we have an opportunity 
to strengthen, to improve, and to mod-
ernize the health care system for sen-
iors, for individuals with disabilities; 
and we ought to seize that opportunity, 
but we should not behave irresponsibly 
and throw additional money at a prob-
lem that we have not even fully devel-
oped the policy to solve. 

With that, I urge my colleagues to 
support the Grassley amendment and 
to defeat the Baucus amendment when 
that comes forward. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 2 minutes to 

Senator BAUCUS. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana is recognized for up 
to 2 minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I lis-
tened very closely to my good friend 
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from Tennessee. I, first, want to make 
it very clear that the amendment I am 
offering does contemplate reform, be-
cause I do believe we need to move this 
year to begin Medicare reform at the 
same time we are providing prescrip-
tion drug benefits. I want to clear the 
air on that. 

Second, I do not want to belabor this 
argument. We will be voting very soon. 
But just to remind Senators, there is a 
big difference between my amendment 
and the amendment on the other side. 
We have the same number of dollars 
$300 billion for a prescription drug ben-
efit. But the amendment offered by 
Senator GRAHAM and I is definite. It 
prescribes a prescription drug benefit. 
The other amendment says ‘‘maybe,’’ 
and maybe out of a contingency fund. 

I want to make this point because it 
is so glaringly true. We all know there 
‘‘ain’t’’ no money in the contingency 
fund. There just ‘‘ain’t.’’ And the rea-
son is because it has been called for so 
many times—whether for such reason-
able things as agricultural provisions, 
disaster assistance or other provisions 
in the Tax Code. There isn’t going to be 
a contingency fund by any stretch of 
the imagination. It is just a hope and a 
prayer at best. Or else it comes out of 
the hospital insurance trust fund. And, 
of course, that is not a great option. 

So essentially what it comes down to 
is this: You have a choice, Senators: 
You vote for a prescription for pre-
scription drugs or you say: Call me in 
the morning. That is the choice. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I think I have 8 

minutes left. I yield myself 4, and then 
Senator FRIST wants to speak again. 

I will address some of the things the 
Senator from North Dakota and the 
Senator from Montana have touched 
on. The first is to express the philos-
ophy behind the way we have handled 
this amendment, saying that the Sen-
ate budget chairman can plug in a fig-
ure after the Senate Finance Com-
mittee has produced a bill. The basis of 
this is that we ought to develop the 
policy and then put in the amount of 
money it takes to carry out the policy. 

I have no crystal ball to tell me what 
amount might be necessary for a bill. 
My friends on the other side have this 
crystal ball telling them we must have 
$311 billion for Medicare. They are 
going to develop a policy around a cer-
tain amount of money. I don’t think 
that is the way to do business. 

Another difference between these ap-
proaches is that they are going to re-
duce the amount of tax relief that goes 
to working men and women by some 
$158 billion. We will use the reserve 
fund, meaning the money that is left 
over. After we take out $153 billion of 
the surplus for Medicare and $1.6 tril-
lion for tax cuts, there is still $900 bil-
lion left. Ever since the President pro-
posed his budget, we all understood 
that some of this left over money 

would be used for prescription drugs. 
We are not going to deny the working 
men and women of this country a tax 
break that they deserve. We have the 
money to fund this, but we don’t know 
how much money we need just yet. 

We think it is wise to develop the 
policy first and then pay for the policy 
you develop, rather than putting up X 
number of dollars, such as our opposi-
tion does, and then building some pol-
icy around it. 

Now, reading my amendment, my op-
ponents came up with the idea that 
this amendment is too flexible. Well, 
flexibility does not mean inaction. Our 
Senate Finance Committee is going to 
produce a prescription drug program 
for senior citizens and at the same 
time make incremental improvements 
and changes to Medicare. So he may 
speak about flexibility. The insinu-
ation is that that is an excuse for no 
action. The last election was all about 
prescription drugs. The last election 
was a mandate to deliver on that. This 
President is committed to delivering 
on that, and we are going to. 

I yield myself 1 more minute. I point 
out to my friend from Montana that 
his amendment doesn’t guarantee a 
Medicare prescription drug benefit any 
more than mine. We leave opportuni-
ties to develop Medicare policy just as 
they do. Now, let me just chime in for 
a second and thank Senator SMITH of 
Oregon for joining me on this amend-
ment. 

Now let me address the accusation by 
my colleague from North Dakota that 
the amendment I offer today raids the 
Medicare trust fund. This is absolutely 
ludicrous. I want to make clear that 
under my amendment the Medicare 
surplus will continue to go into the 
Medicare trust fund. The Medicare 
trust fund is just like a bank account. 
When you make a deposit, it increases 
the balance in your account, and only 
you can take that money out. But this 
does not mean that the bank can’t use 
that money to make loans and pay ex-
penses. In fact, that is exactly what 
any good bank does. At the end of the 
day, when you go to take your money 
out of the bank, it is there, because the 
bank has to make good. When it comes 
to the Medicare trust fund, the Govern-
ment has to make good too. My amend-
ment does nothing to change that. 

I yield the remainder of the time we 
have to the Senator from Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, how much 
time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes 40 seconds. 

Mr. FRIST. On the other side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 

minutes 12 seconds. 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I very 

briefly will summarize again my sup-
port for the Grassley amendment and 
my opposition to the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Montana. 

Very quickly: What does the Domen-
ici substitute have in it? It is very im-

portant because this reflects the com-
mitment of President Bush and the 
Senate budget proposal that is before 
us. 

No. 1, in year 1, fiscal year 2002, for 
Medicare, we will be spending $229 bil-
lion. In year 10, when we march out 10 
years, that will be increased to $459 bil-
lion. That is an increase of 111 percent, 
an average annual increase of over 71⁄2 
percent. That means over the next 5 
years in Medicare, in hopefully a mod-
ernized, strengthened, improved pro-
gram, we will be spending $1.3 trillion 
and, over the next 10 years, $3.3 tril-
lion. 

What the Grassley amendment does 
is basically this. It says in this process 
of modernization—it is carefully linked 
to modernization—we can have up to 
another $150 billion over that period of 
time after the policy is formulated by 
the President of the United States or 
by the Senate Finance Committee. 
That is acting responsibly. It recog-
nizes that policy has not been dis-
cussed to the degree it needs to for us 
to in any way project what coverage 
for prescription drugs will be. 

I support the Grassley amendment 
because it allows a total of $300 billion 
if we modernize, and it says it right in 
the amendment. I oppose Senator BAU-
CUS’s approach because it takes the 
money from the taxpayers unneces-
sarily—that same $300 billion. And No. 
2, it does not link it to modernization. 
We just heard that it does, but if you 
read it, nowhere in the Baucus amend-
ment does it say anything about mod-
ernizing, strengthening or improving 
the program. 

I am very pleased, very proud of the 
amendment before us. I urge the sup-
port of all of our colleagues for the 
Grassley amendment, with opposition 
to the Baucus amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of our time. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 1 

minute to the Senator from Florida. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, in my 

60 seconds let me say there are two 
areas of agreement. Apparently we 
have now agreed that it is going to 
take in the range of $300 billion over 10 
years to have a credible prescription 
drug benefit. That is a significant ad-
vance. No. 2, frankly, there is no dis-
agreement with the fact that we should 
strive to reform Medicare. We all start 
with exactly the same language, which 
is on page 49 of the amendment, which 
talks about the Finance Committee re-
porting reforms in Medicare. 

What we also heard in our most re-
cent hearing on this subject is that the 
most anybody has ever suggested that 
reform could amount to would be ap-
proximately $50 billion in a $3 trillion 
Medicare program over the next 10 
years. Let’s not exaggerate what kind 
of savings we are going to get. 

Where we disagree is how we are 
going to finance this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield an additional 30 
seconds to the Senator from Florida. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:04 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3325 April 3, 2001 
Mr. GRAHAM. Where we disagree is 

how we should finance this. What the 
Republicans are saying is we should do 
this by essentially using the Part A 
trust fund. That is the trust fund which 
people have paid in through their pay-
roll tax and from which they have an 
expectation of receiving—to read from 
the Medicare benefits booklet—hos-
pital stays, skilled nursing facilities, 
home health care, hospice care, and 
blood care—all the things which are fi-
nanced out of the Part A trust fund. 
That is what is going to be raided as we 
try to now finance a major prescription 
drug benefit. 

We should stay with the proposal of 
the Senator from Montana to finance 
this responsibly by reducing by less 
than 10 percent the projected tax re-
duction. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from 
Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to co-sponsor this amendment 
with Senator DOMENICI, the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, and Senator GRASSLEY, chair-
man of the Finance Committee. This 
amendment has a simple but critical 
purpose: to increase by $147 billion the 
reserve fund in this resolution for a 
Medicare prescription drug benefit and 
Medicare reform. That is, this amend-
ment would nearly double the reserve 
fund to $300 billion, with monies com-
ing from the on-budget surplus. 

Let me note that nothing in this 
amendment commits Congress to spend 
the entire reserve fund. Indeed, in 
truth we do not yet know what addi-
tional resources will be needed. We will 
know better when the Congressional 
Budget Office reports estimates several 
weeks from now on a variety of Medi-
care reform and prescription drug pro-
posals. 

In short, this additional reserve 
amount will help ensure that the Presi-
dent and Congress will have sufficient 
resources to enact both a prescription 
drug benefit and other badly needed 
Medicare improvements this year. 

I am sure my colleagues are very 
aware of the need for prescription drug 
coverage, I think the facts underlying 
this national problem for our nation’s 
senior citizens bear repeating. 

When Medicare was created in 1965, it 
emphasized the private health insur-
ance model of the time, inpatient 
health care. In fact, the original John-
son Administration Medicare proposal 
was only for hospital care. Doctor’s 
services, and other outpatient care, 
was added by Congress as a voluntary 
program. 

Today, thirty-six years later, Medi-
care, although a great blessing to our 
nation’s seniors, is sadly out of date. It 
is past time to bring Medicare ‘‘back to 
the future’’ by providing our seniors 
with prescription drug coverage. In-
deed, hardly a day goes by without 
some announcement of a new and ex-
citing breakthrough in drug therapy, 
breakthroughs that promise better 
care for millions of Americans. 

The lack of a prescription drug cov-
erage benefit is the biggest hole, a 
black hole really, in the Medicare sys-
tem. HCFA will tell you that up to 65 
percent of Medicare beneficiaries have 
drug coverage from other sources. But 
that number simply doesn’t tell the 
whole story. 

Specifically, fourteen percent of 
Medicare beneficiaries get drug cov-
erage from one of the three Medigap 
policies that cover drugs. Two of these 
policies require a $250 deductible and 
then only cover 50 percent of the cost 
of the drug with a $1,250 cap. Needless 
to say, you can reach that cap awfully 
fast with today’s drug prices. 

The third policy provides a cap of 
$3,000 but the premium ranges any-
where from $1,699 to $3,171 depending on 
where you live. That is a lot of money 
for someone living on a fixed income. 

About 15 percent of seniors get drug 
coverage from participating in Medi-
care HMOs. However, we know the 
Medicare+Choice program has been 
under great pressure over the last few 
years, making this source of prescrip-
tion drugs less reliable. 

And another 16 percent receive cov-
erage from Medicaid. Of course to do 
that, they must be very low-income to 
begin with and may have to spend a 
great deal out of pocket for their 
drugs, what we commonly refer to as 
‘‘spending down’’, before they are eligi-
ble in a given year for coverage. 

Finally, there are those lucky 
enough, 29 percent, to have employer 
sponsored drug coverage through their 
retiree program. 

Medicare fails today’s elderly pa-
tients in other ways. The preventive 
care services offered under Medicare, 
while greatly expanded, are still insuf-
ficient to help seniors remain healthy, 
and therefore avoid more expensive 
care later. And routine services such as 
annual physicals, vision tests and hear-
ing aids are not covered. 

Medicare also only provides limited 
financial protection. Indeed, we must 
always remember that Medicare is not 
just about health care, but protection 
against potentially high costs of health 
care. The program has a fee-for-service 
cost-sharing structure that still leaves 
seniors vulnerable to high costs. In-
deed, the traditional fee-for-service 
Medicare program covers only 53 per-
cent of the average senior’s annual 
medical expenses. 

Moreover, management of the Medi-
care program is burdened by vast bu-
reaucratic complexity and operates in 
a non-competitive, inefficient manner. 
It lacks the flexibility to operate dif-
ferently. 

Medicare’s financing and accounting 
is confusing. Medicare currently main-
tains separate trust funds, one for in-
patient hospital and post-acute care, 
and one for physician fees and other 
outpatient costs. This separation leads 
to misleading assessments of Medi-
care’s financial status and again re-
flects a different era of medicine. There 
is irrefutable evidence that Medicare’s 

finances are not sustainable or afford-
able in the long-term. 

I daresay that no one in this chamber 
would disagree that Medicare needs im-
provements. This amendment will 
make reform possible. 

I also want to take this opportunity 
to acknowledge the leadership of the 
President on Medicare reform. The 
President has laid down six principles, 
which in my view are the starting 
point for our efforts. The President is 
preserving committed Medicare’s guar-
antee of access to seniors. Every Medi-
care recipient must have a choice of 
health plans, including the option of 
purchasing a plan that covers prescrip-
tion drugs. Medicare must cover ex-
penses for low-income seniors. Reform 
must provide streamlined access to the 
latest medical technologies. Medicare 
payroll taxes must not be increased. 
And reform must establish an accurate 
measure of the solvency of Medicare. 

The funding for this amendment 
would come from the on-budget sur-
plus. I know that is a particular prob-
lem for some Members across the aisle, 
because that surplus represents cash 
from HI payroll tax. Of course, HI taxes 
are credited first to the HI trust fund, 
so there is no solvency impact. 

But for those Members who believe 
that this source of funds is a problem, 
let me simply point out that in 1972, 
when the Finance Committee first re-
ported Medicare outpatient drug provi-
sions, those provisions would have been 
funded directly from the HI payroll 
tax. 

I urge all Senators who believe as I 
do that we must add a Medicare pre-
scription drug plan and improve Medi-
care in other ways to vote for this 
amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, how 
much time is remaining on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute 15 seconds. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, it has 
come down to this: We both agree 
roughly on the amount of money nec-
essary to fund a meaningful prescrip-
tion drug benefit. 

Our friends on the other side of the 
aisle are $300 billion; we are at $311 bil-
lion. There is not much difference 
there. 

There is a profound difference on how 
to fund that amount of money. We say 
do not use the trust funds of Social Se-
curity or Medicare. Our friends on the 
other side of the aisle say raid the 
Medicare trust fund, which we believe 
is a profound mistake. We ought to 
fund this proposal, but we ought to do 
it the right way. We ought to do it the 
fiscally responsible way. We ought to 
do it without raiding a dime of trust 
fund money. 

That is our proposal. That, I believe, 
deserves the support of our colleagues. 
I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how 
much time does the Senator have re-
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighteen 
seconds. Who yields time? The Senator 
from Iowa. 
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Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

yield myself the rest of the 18 seconds. 
Remember, our amendment uses 

Medicare money for Medicare. Part A 
Medicare money is going to be used for 
Medicare. Part B Medicare money is 
going to be used for Medicare. We are 
even going to put general fund money 
in there to use for Medicare. 

How much more do you want? We’re 
putting medicare money aside for 
Medicare and we’re putting extra 
money aside for Medicare. How much 
plainer can it be? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. CONRAD. It could be clearer if 
you did not raid the Medicare trust 
fund for a new benefit, a new promise, 
when you need the Medicare trust fund 
money to keep the previous promises. 
That is how clear it is. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Have you ever heard 
money is fungible? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 173. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 50, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 65 Leg.] 
YEAS—50 

Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Miller 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—50 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 

Dayton 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this vote, 
the yeas are 50 and the nays are 50. The 
Senate being equally divided, the Vice 
President votes in the affirmative, and 
the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 172 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the 

previous order, there will now be 2 min-

utes of debate on the Baucus amend-
ment. 

The Senator from Montana is recog-
nized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent that the next vote be 10 min-
utes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The Senator from Montana is recog-
nized. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I think 
at this point it would be appropriate to 
welcome the Vice President to the 
Chamber. We are glad you are here. We 
hope you will stick around to break the 
next tie. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. I say to the 
Senator from North Dakota that is my 
intention. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, don’t 
say that. The next time we want you in 
the Chair, we will spread the word to 
you. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Who yields 
time? The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate those who voted for this 
amendment, because we have now es-
tablished that we want a $300 billion 
prescription drug benefit plan over 10 
years. Several hours ago, we were at 
$153 billion. According to the budget 
resolution, we are now at $300 billion. 
So there is agreement. 

The amendment now pending basi-
cally says, OK. Since we have agree-
ment in theory on what the amount 
should be, let’s now lock it in and 
make sure that the money is, in fact, 
there. The amendment offered by Sen-
ator GRAHAM and I does that. It locks 
in the money by telling the Finance 
Committee to come up with a prescrip-
tion drug bill, by taking just a small 
sliver $158 billion out of the $1.6 trillion 
tax bill for prescription drugs. That, 
with the $153 billion already in the 
budget resolution, provides $311 billion 
to give seniors what they need—a 
meaningful prescription drug benefit. 

Now that we have established $300 
billion, let’s make sure that we put our 
money where our mouth is. Let’s lock 
the money away instead of providing a 
hope and prayer that the dollars are 
going to be there for the prescription 
drug benefit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me 
just say this is a typical amendment 
from that side of the aisle. They would 
say to our President that we don’t like 
your tax cut, and we want to take $156 
billion of it and we want to spend it. 
They would say they are spending it 
for some very special purpose. But we 
can accomplish the same without di-
minishing what our taxpayers should 
be getting. They should be getting the 
President’s $11.6 trillion over the next 
10 years. 

It is plain and simple. This amend-
ment reduces that by $156 billion and 
puts it in an account to be spent. 

Whatever they are going to spend it 
for, it is the beginning of a tax-and- 
spend approach on the floor for the re-
maining 21⁄2 or 3 days. 

I hope on our side we stay fast. We 
all voted. We ought to vote the same 
way. In this instance, it is a ‘‘no’’ vote 
on our side, and they will not prevail, 
if you will just do what you did. Do it 
one more time. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

VOINOVICH). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 50, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 66 Leg.] 
YEAS—50 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 

Dayton 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—50 

Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Miller 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

The amendment (No. 172) was re-
jected. 

Mr. LOTT. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we 
are finishing reading a unanimous con-
sent request I will make, but I want to 
let the ranking member finish reading 
it. I suggest the absence of a quorum 
for 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, on be-

half of the leader and after conferring 
with the minority, I ask unanimous 
consent that Senator GRASSLEY be rec-
ognized to offer an amendment relative 
to agriculture and, following the re-
porting by the clerk, the amendment 
be laid aside and Senator JOHNSON be 
recognized to offer an amendment re-
garding agriculture. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the debate tonight run concurrently on 
both first-degree amendments and the 
Senate resume debate at 9 a.m. on 
Wednesday, and the time between 9 
a.m. and 10:30 a.m. be equally divided 
for closing remarks on the agriculture 
issue. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
no amendments be in order prior to the 
votes just described, the votes occur in 
a stacked sequence beginning at 10:30 
a.m., with 2 minutes prior to each vote 
for explanation, and the first vote 
occur in relation to the Grassley 
amendment, to be followed by a vote in 
relation to the Johnson amendment. 

I also ask unanimous consent that 
following those votes, Senator HARKIN 
be recognized to offer an amendment 
relative to education. 

Finally, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the Senate resumes consid-
eration of the concurrent resolution on 
Wednesday, there be 35 hours remain-
ing for consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leader, I make the following 
statement for the information of all 
Senators. In light of this agreement, 
there will be no further votes this 
evening. Any Senator with an interest 
in agriculture and agricultural issues 
is urged to remain tonight to debate 
the issue. The next votes will occur in 
a stacked sequence at 10:30 a.m. tomor-
row. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 

the chairman of the Budget Committee 
for working through this procedure in 
a fair way and an efficient way. We 
have used the time relatively well 
today. 

We now have scheduled the next two 
amendments, or really three amend-
ments because there will be two first- 
degree amendments on agriculture and 
then we will go to an education amend-
ment. We also are scheduled to vote on 
agriculture with time to debate that 
both this evening and tomorrow. 

I want to send a clear message to 
those colleagues who are concerned 
about agriculture, as the chairman de-
scribed. My colleagues need to be here 
tonight to discuss this issue because 
there will be limited time tomorrow 
morning. We will have only an hour 
and a half when we come back in to-
morrow morning to conclude debate on 
this important set of amendments. 

If there are colleagues on either side 
of the aisle who are concerned about 
agriculture and want to participate in 
that debate, they need to know tonight 
affords the best opportunity because 
there will be limited time tomorrow. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, obvi-

ously I am going to yield to my over-
used colleague who was asked to offer 
the last amendment because it came 
within the jurisdiction of his Finance 
Committee. Tonight we ask that he 
offer the Republican amendment, the 
bipartisan amendment on behalf of ag-
riculture, because he is an expert on 
agriculture and a lot of people listen 
attentively to what he has to say. 

I yield the floor to Senator GRASS-
LEY, and he can offer the amendment 
we have been discussing. 

AMENDMENT NO. 174 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk for my-
self, Senator MILLER, and Senator 
DOMENICI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa, [Mr. GRASSLEY], 

for himself, Mr. MILLER, and Mr. DOMENICI, 
proposes an amendment numbered 174. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous 
consent reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by 

$5,112,000,000. 
On page 4, line 2, increase the amount by 

$7,810,000,000. 
On page 4, line 3, increase the amount by 

$8,202,000,000. 
On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by 

$8,658,000,000. 
On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by 

$9,129,000,000. 
On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 

$8,611,000,000. 
On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 

$9,101,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 

$8,591,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 

$8,047,000,000. 
On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 

$7,470,000,000. 
On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by 

$7,885,000,000. 
On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by 

$5,112,000,000. 
On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 

$7,810,000,000. 
On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 

$8,202,000,000. 
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 

$8,658,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$9,129,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$8,611,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$9,101,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$8,591,000,000. 
On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 

$8,047,000,000. 
On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 

$7,470,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 
$7,885,000,000. 

On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$5,112,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$7,810,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$8,202,,000,000. 

On page 5, line, 9, decrease the amount by 
$8,685,,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$9,129,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$8,611,000,000. 

On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$9,101,000,000. 

On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$8,591,000,000. 

On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$8,047,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$7,470,000,000. 

On page 5, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$7,885,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 
$5,112,000,000. 

On page 5, line 20, increase the amount by 
$12,922,000,000. 

On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by 
$21,124,000,000. 

On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by 
$29,782,000,000. 

On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by 
$38,911,000,000. 

On page 5, line 24, increase the amount by 
$47,522,000,000. 

On page 5, line 25, increase the amount by 
$56,623,000,000. 

On page 6, line 1, increase the amount by 
$65,213,000,000. 

On page 6, line 7, increase the amount by 
$5,112,000,000. 

On page 6, line 8, increase the amount by 
$12,922,000,000. 

On page 6, line 9, increase the amount by 
$21,124,000,000. 

On page 6, line 10, increase the amount by 
$29,782,000,000. 

On page 6, line 11, increase the amount by 
$38,911,000,000. 

On page 6, line 12, increase the amount by 
$47,522,000,000. 

On page 6, line 13, increase the amount by 
$56,623,000,000. 

On page 6, line 14, increase the amount by 
$65,213,000,000. 

On page 17, line 23 increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 17, line 24 increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 2, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 3, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 6, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 10, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 14, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 15, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 18, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 19, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 19, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 22, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 

On page 18, line 23, increase the amount by 
$350,000,000. 
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On page 19, line 2, increase the amount by 

$350,000,000. 
On page 19, line 3, increase the amount by 

$350,000,000. 
On page 19, line 6, increase the amount by 

$350,000,000. 
On page 19, line 7, increase the amount by 

$350,000,000. 
On page 19, line 10, increase the amount by 

$350,000,000. 
On page 19, line 11, increase the amount by 

$350,000,000. 
On page 19, line 15, increase the amount by 

$5,000,000,000. 
On page 19, line 16, increase the amount by 

$5,000,000,000. 
On page 19, line 19, increase the amount by 

$7,000,000,000. 
On page 19, line 20, increase the amount by 

$7,000,000,000. 
On page 19, line 23, increase the amount by 

$7,000,000,000. 
On page 19, line 24, increase the amount by 

$7,000,000,000. 
On page 20, line 2, increase the amount by 

$7,000,000,000. 
On page 20, line 3, increase the amount by 

$7,000,000,000. 
On page 20, line 6, increase the amount by 

$7,000,000,000. 
On page 20, line 7, increase the amount by 

$7,000,000,000. 
On page 20, line 10, increase the amount by 

$6,000,000,000 
On page 20, line 11, increase the amount by 

$56,000,000,000 
On page 20, line 14, increase the amount by 

$6,000,000,000 
On page 20, line 15, increase the amount by 

$6,000,000,000 
On page 20, line 18, increase the amount by 

$5,000,000,000 
On page 20, line 19, increase the amount by 

$5,000,000,000 
On page 20, line 22, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000 
On page 20, line 23, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000 
On page 21, line 2, increase the amount by 

$3,000,000,000 
On page 21, line 3, increase the amount by 

$3,000,000,000 
On page 21, line 6, increase the amount by 

$3,000,000,000 
On page 21, line 7, increase the amount by 

$3,000,000,000 
On page 41, line 15, increase the amount by 

$112,000,000 
On page 41, line 16, increase the amount by 

$112,000,000 
On page 41, line 19, increase the amount by 

$460,000,000 
On page 41, line 20, increase the amount by 

$460,000,000 
On page 41, line 23, increase the amount by 

$852,000,000 
On page 41, line 24, increase the amount by 

$852,000,000 
On page 42, line 2, increase the amount by 

$1,308,000,000 
On page 42, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,308,000,000 
On page 42, line 6, increase the amount by 

$1,779,000,000 
On page 42, line 7, increase the amount by 

$1,779,000,000 
On page 42, line 10, increase the amount by 

$2,261,000,000 
On page 42, line 11, increase the amount by 

$2,261,000,000 
On page 42, line 14, increase the amount by 

$2,751,000,000 
On page 42, line 15, increase the amount by 

$2,751,000,000 
On page 42, line 18, increase the amount by 

$3,241,000,000 
On page 42, line 19, increase the amount by 

$3,241,000,000 

On page 42, line 22, increase the amount by 
$3,697,000,000 

On page 42, line 23, increase the amount by 
$3,697,000,000 

On page 43, line 2, increase the amount by 
$4,120,000,000 

On page 43, line 3, increase the amount by 
$4,120,000,000 

On page 43, line 6, increase the amount by 
$4,535,000,000 

On page 43, line 7, increase the amount by 
$4,535,000,000 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer a fair and very generous bipar-
tisan agricultural amendment. I am a 
family farmer. To be fair to my son, 
my son makes most of the decisions 
and does most of the work; I try to help 
him on weekends. I see my role on 
weekends as being a hired man for my 
son because I don’t live with it every 
day as he does and I want to rely upon 
his expertise. But I do have that back-
ground and I bring that background to 
my colleagues to show some under-
standing and sensitivity that we all 
ought to have toward the family farm-
er and agriculture in general. 

I know what the agricultural commu-
nity is currently going through. I 
think the plan in this amendment will 
address the immediate needs to sta-
bilize net income, provide enough fund-
ing to significantly strengthen a future 
counter-cyclical program, offer addi-
tional money for regulatory relief, en-
hance conservation efforts, and is fis-
cally responsible. 

Some Members might wonder why it 
is tough to be a farmer in our current 
agricultural community. Why, without 
Government assistance, net income, 
cash income for the farm is projected 
to fall to $50.7 billion, which is $4.1 bil-
lion below the 1990 to 2000 average of 
$54.8 billion. 

I will lay out some factors. First, 
input cost. Natural gas prices have re-
cently hit record highs, directly im-
pacting farm fertilizer prices and avail-
ability. Almost all of the nitrogen we 
get for the record corn crops we raise 
in our State comes from anhydrous 
ammonia, made from natural gas. The 
cost is passed through to the farmer. 

Due to the past administration’s in-
ability to enact a workable energy pol-
icy, farmers were left to cope with sig-
nificant fluctuations in price and de-
mand. These fluctuations have dra-
matically increased the cost of hydro-
gen fertilizers and these increased 
input costs will certainly have a sub-
stantial impact on corn producers 
across the Nation during the coming 
growing season. 

After input costs, it is legitimate to 
bring up the issue of regulations and 
their increase in costs. We have the En-
vironmental Protection Agency pre-
paring to implement new rules for con-
centrated animal feeding operations 
which will impact an estimated 376,000 
confined livestock operations in our 
country. For example, the costs in-
curred for compliance for cattlemen 
could average well over $100,000 per 
farm. The costs would involve struc-
tural measures, engineering fees, and 

the development of a comprehensive 
nutrient management plan. 

After regulations comes low com-
modity prices. These are probably the 
most obvious of all things that people 
in the city read about regarding the 
farm income situation. Today in my 
hometown of New Hartford, IA, where 
we deliver our corn and soybeans, the 
cash price for corn is $1.78 and $4.03 for 
soybeans. These are not lucrative mar-
gins. The lack of profitability and pro-
duction hurts. Three years in a row of 
low prices—except for soybeans—are 
lower now than ever before. These low 
prices have been the rule for the last 3 
years. These low prices can actually 
take some of the best farmers to the 
breaking point. 

After low commodity prices, we have 
the frustration with the international 
trade of agricultural products. The Eu-
ropean Union still spends a huge 
amount on agricultural export sub-
sidies. These subsidies of the European 
Community are the most trade dis-
torting, even trade disruptive, of all 
agricultural policies. They depress the 
prices that would otherwise apply to 
commercial trade. In so doing, they 
harm the ability of our farmer to com-
pete with European farmers in third 
country markets. They also reduce the 
incentive to engage in more efficient 
production. 

The truth is, until we get the Euro-
pean Union to agree to reduce its ex-
cessive spending on export subsidies, 
we will not be as competitive as we 
could be and should be in world agri-
cultural markets. As a result, our 
farmers will continue to get lower 
prices in world agricultural products as 
long as the American farmer is com-
peting against the German treasury, as 
opposed to competing against the Ger-
man farmer. We can compete against 
that farmer, but it is very difficult to 
compete against the German treasury. 

The best way we can address this 
problem is to launch a comprehensive 
new round of multilateral trade nego-
tiations at the World Trade Organiza-
tion ministerial meeting in Qatar and 
engage the Europeans directly on this 
issue. Successfully launching a new 
round of global trade talks is hardly a 
sure thing. We have a lot of work to do 
before we can make this happen. I am 
not certain we have the necessary 
international political consensus on 
this point. Even if we were to advance 
that new round right now, it would 
still be a few years before we would see 
the economic impact, assuming—and 
you cannot always assume—that Amer-
ican agriculture will win at the bar-
gaining table the way we hope we will 
win. 

We do get victories. Over a period of 
time we have seen trade distorting 
practices on agriculture and tariffs on 
agriculture come down—quite frankly, 
not as much in the agricultural area as 
they have come down in almost every 
other area of manufactured products 
and services. 
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We have another trade frustration, 

and that is the country of China. Cur-
rently, negotiations on China’s access 
to the World Trade Organization are 
stalled in Geneva because China is in-
sisting on claiming developing country 
status with respect to their agri-
culture. This would mean that China 
would be entitled to exempt a higher 
proportion of trader distorting domes-
tic support spending from the agreed 
upon caps on such spending than it 
would be if China is considered to be a 
developed nation. 

Higher domestic support for agri-
culture and China would mean less ex-
cess for American farm products to 
China. Although this is of prospective 
harm, not one we are facing imme-
diately, it certainly will not help our 
farmers if we don’t get China to change 
its position. This isn’t something for 
which we have to wait 5 years. These 
sorts of negotiations of China’s success 
to the World Trade Organization are 
going on at various times now or in 
certain periods of the near months we 
are in and the months that have 
passed. This is something that China is 
going to have to agree to if they expect 
to get in the World Trade Organization, 
that they are coming in as a developed 
nation to meet fully their responsibil-
ities in the World Trade Organization, 
not begging for some special treat-
ment. 

The list of factors affecting the agri-
cultural economy does not detail all of 
the reasons that our agricultural econ-
omy is failing. But it does lay out a 
number of good reasons why we should 
be concerned about the strength of the 
family farms. Our amendment adds 
$63.5 billion to agriculture’s mandatory 
Commodity Credit Corporation price 
supports, related programs, and con-
servation. 

Adding this $63.5 billion to the exist-
ing $94.2 billion already in the baseline 
will add up to $150.7 billion in the sup-
port for the agricultural economy over 
the next 10 years of this budget resolu-
tion. I believe the additional budget 
authority provided in the baseline will 
allow the Agriculture Committee to 
begin the process of establishing the 
parameters for our next farm bill. In 
the interim, the $5 billion provided in 
fiscal year 2001, the year we are in now, 
and the $7.35 billion provided for eco-
nomic assistance, will help farmers 
survive. 

I know my friends and neighbors of 
Iowa need assistance and a better 
counter-cyclical program; that is, im-
provements in the farm program. When 
we use the word ‘‘counter-cyclical,’’ 
that implies that there will not have to 
be a dependence upon Congress from 
year to year voting additional money, 
but there would be a program that 
would kick in under circumstances of 
lower prices. 

I also know we need to provide this 
assistance in a fashion that improves 
our fiscal responsibility. Massive cash 
infusions are not the long-term answer 
to the challenges facing the American 

farmer. The 1996 farm bill was not cre-
ated under the assumption that it was 
the only tire on the wagon. When we 
passed the 1996 bill, it was supposed to 
be supported by tax relief and assist-
ance, like the farmers savings accounts 
legislation that I have continuously in-
troduced and was in a bill the Presi-
dent vetoed last year, and hopefully 
will be in a bill the new President will 
sign. 

In addition to that, we promised in 
1996 increased trade opportunities but, 
in the period of time since then, we 
failed to pass trade promotion author-
ity for the President. We also took too 
long to give farmers new and improved 
risk management options which, just 
last year, 4 years late, after it was 
promised, we finally passed a new crop 
insurance program. 

Due to partisan opposition regarding 
free trade and tax relief, the only addi-
tional wheel that has been placed on 
this wagon is this crop insurance re-
form I talked about, and the Govern-
ment was a long time getting that 
passed. Any farmer knows if you only 
have two wheels on a four-wheeled 
wagon, it does not roll along very well. 
So if there is, during this debate, criti-
cism of the 1996 farm bill—and there 
can be some legitimate criticism of the 
1996 farm bill—remember, it should not 
be judged as the total product we 
promised the farmers in 1996 because 
what we provided for was a safety net. 
We found out 3 years later that safety 
net had some holes in it. We had to 
pass in 1998, 1999, and 2000, as we are 
doing now for the year 2001, some 
patching of that safety net, not be-
cause that is something we knew need-
ed to be done in 1996, but because it was 
a promise that we made in 1996 that 
there would be a safety net there for 
farmers, and the money that was pro-
vided in 1996 for each of the next 7 
years was not enough money. Keeping 
our promise to the family farmers, we 
enhanced that in 1998, 1999, 2000, and we 
will do it again in 2001. 

So if there is criticism of the 1996 
farm bill, remember that we have, in 
fashioning past farm bills, when there 
was a crisis we didn’t anticipate when 
the bill was passed, we supplemented. 
Go back to 1985, 1984, 1986, in that pe-
riod of time when we put the ‘‘payment 
in kind’’ program in place. We did not 
anticipate using that, but because of 
the low prices, we did. 

We did not anticipate using paid di-
versions to take land out of produc-
tion, but we used those. They were ad-
ditional supplemental payments that 
were not anticipated. 

So it does not matter whether it is 
the 1996 farm bill or the 1990 farm bill 
or the 1985 farm bill or the 1981 farm 
bill. When you look ahead 5 years, or as 
we did in 1996, 7 years, nobody expects 
you to anticipate all the problems 
farmers are going to have and write a 
bill that is going to anticipate it all. 
But somehow I think people want to 
leave the impression that is what was 
intended in 1996. There isn’t anybody 

who has that sort of clairvoyance. So, 
consequently, we have to act from time 
to time. That is exactly what we are 
doing here with this amendment. 

The other thing I do not want to hear 
criticism of is that we did not include 
the farmers savings account as was 
promised in 1996. We did not give other 
trade opportunities as was promised in 
1996. We did not provide crop insurance 
in 1996 as we promised in 1996. We deliv-
ered on that in the year 2000. And there 
are other issues as well. So we have to 
keep this in perspective. 

We have to get those four wheels on 
the wagon so it rolls along well. As 
chairman of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, I am committed to providing 
the much needed tax relief and expand 
the opportunities our farmers need. 
But the Congress also made a pledge to 
family farmers that they would experi-
ence this transition throughout the 
1996 farm bill. The fact we could not 
get the wheels on the wagon, coupled 
with the disastrous recession experi-
enced by our eastern Asian trading 
partners, which triggered significant 
slumps in demand for our agricultural 
commodities has forced the Congress to 
provide assistance. 

If during this period of time the Fed-
eral Reserve Board had been a little bit 
more concerned about liquidity as op-
posed to inflation, we would have had a 
little easier and better time as well. 

In addition, this amendment works 
hand in hand then with the $1.6 trillion 
tax relief package we hope to pass 
through the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. This tax cut package will help 
American farmers in several ways. 
First and foremost, farmers generally 
do business as proprietors, partners, 
and in subchapter S corporations. 

That means marginal rate cuts 
through this tax bill will help farmers. 

Second, many family farmers cannot 
pass on the farm to their children be-
cause of the death tax. The Bush tax 
cut would rid us of this death tax. 

Finally, there are tax cuts such as 
the farmer savings accounts, to which I 
have already alluded three times, that 
will help farmers weather the downside 
of the cyclical business patterns of 
farming. 

The assistance we provide should not 
lead to more problems for the family 
farmers. If government spending is fis-
cally irresponsible, we will continue to 
witness artificial land prices and in-
flated cash rents. This doesn’t serve 
the family farmer. It only makes it 
more difficult for farmers who rent 
ground to make a profit. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment. I particularly thank Sen-
ator MILLER of Georgia for his co-spon-
sorship of this amendment so that it is 
in fact a bipartisan amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum and ask unani-
mous consent that the time be charged 
equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 
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Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I will 
be offering an amendment to the budg-
et resolution pertaining to agriculture 
to follow on the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Iowa discussing the changes 
needed relative to agriculture itself. 
This amendment is cosponsored by my 
colleague, Senator CONRAD of North 
Dakota. 

This amendment will provide perma-
nency of farm aid for this crop year 
and will increase the budget for the 
next 10 years so that Congress can 
begin to fashion a new farm bill. 

This amendment includes $9 billion 
in emergency farm assistance for fiscal 
year 2001 and $88 billion in additional 
agricultural assistance above the Con-
gressional Budget Office baseline over 
the years 2002 to 2011, including a min-
imum of $9.4 billion for farm conserva-
tion programs. This is roughly a 50-per-
cent increase over the baseline funding 
for conservation. 

Finally, of the $88 billion in addi-
tional funds provided to agriculture 
during fiscal years 2002 through 2011, 
$58 billion is provided for the fiscal 
years 2003 through 2007, assumed to be 
the first 5 years of the new farm bill 
and also the period when the need for 
additional assistance, frankly, will be 
greatest. 

We have found an immense short-
coming in the existing farm legisla-
tion, and we have augmented that 
funding in recent years —3 years in a 
row now—with ad hoc disaster legisla-
tion. We seek to make room in this 
year’s budget debate for the eventu-
ality of the need for an additional aug-
mentation to address this year’s dis-
aster in the same manner as we have in 
the past years. 

Frankly, the budget numbers con-
tained in this amendment will be less 
than what many of the farm organiza-
tions are coming to Washington con-
tending they will need. Nonetheless, it 
will assure the ability of Congress to 
address these issues both for the com-
ing fiscal year and during the duration 
of the coming farm bill. 

I know there are those who will sug-
gest that there is a contingency fund, 
and we can turn to that in the event 
those funds are needed. But the contin-
gency fund, as outlined by the Presi-
dent, consists largely of Medicare trust 
fund dollars. And secondly, the predict-
able demands on those dollars—the 
need for increased spending for defense, 
for tax extenders, for alternative min-
imum tax reform, for pension reform, 
for any number of other issues which 
we know very well will need to be 
brought up during this Congress—will 
more than overwhelm the contingency 
fund. The responsible approach is, in-

stead, to provide explicitly for agri-
culture in the course of working up 
this budget resolution. 

I believe there will be a significant 
tax cut. My constituents want a tax 
cut. I support a significant level of tax 
relief. But we need to make sure, as we 
approach this budget resolution, that 
while on the one hand we do secure the 
funding necessary for significant tax 
cut relief, particularly for middle-class 
and working families, at the same time 
we balance it in a thoughtful fashion so 
that we are allowed to pay down debt, 
strengthen Medicare, strengthen edu-
cation, and, among other things, take 
care of our needs in rural America. 

Rural America has not prospered 
over this past decade in the way that 
most of the rest of our Nation has. 
These have been growing times, pros-
perous times across much of America. 
Much of the rural side of our Nation 
has struggled under population loss, 
under low incomes, under staggeringly 
low agricultural prices, all at the same 
time input costs—from fertilizer to 
fuel—have gone through the roof. 

Farmers and ranchers all across our 
Nation have been caught in a terrible 
bind these last several years, and we 
need, in the course of putting together 
this budget resolution, to make sure 
we have provided the necessary re-
sources so that the Ag Committee can 
go on with the construction of a new 
farm bill and so we can avoid the un-
certainty of disaster relief in the com-
ing year. 

Since 1997, our Nation’s family farm-
ers have experienced a price crisis of 
simply enormous proportions, perpet-
uated by a series of weather-related 
disasters in certain regions. Surplus 
crop production both here and abroad, 
weak global demand—exports are 
down—agribusiness consolidation re-
sulting in a loss of market access, and 
an inadequate farm safety net, all of 
these coming together are prime rea-
sons, in my opinion, for what is a price 
crisis both in the grain sector and the 
livestock sector of our ag economy. 

Moreover, given the input-intensive 
nature of production agriculture, many 
farmers and ranchers are having to pay 
more each year for their critical in-
puts. This situation has put them in a 
price-cost squeeze, making it nearly 
impossible to earn returns that cover 
their expenses. 

As a result of woefully inadequate 
farm bill price protection, Congress has 
enacted multibillion-dollar disaster 
programs over the last 3 years—in fact, 
a record $28 billion in fiscal year 2000. 
It should be noted that direct Govern-
ment payments accounted for around 
three-fourths of net cash income from 
major field crops in 1999 and for about 
two-thirds in the year 2000. 

USDA predicts 2001 may be the worst 
year ever. Without supplemental in-
come or emergency aid, USDA esti-
mates that net farm income in 2001 
could reach its lowest level since 1984— 
the absolute depth of the farm crisis in 
this Nation in recent generations. 

That said, I am disappointed that the 
underlying budget resolution does not 
include funding for a new farm bill that 
will ensure economic security for fam-
ily farmers, ranchers, and rural com-
munities now and into the future. It is 
clear that the 1996 farm bill’s promise 
to create a bridge to prosperity and 
less dependence upon Government as-
sistance for farmers has been broken. 
Three years of costly ad hoc disaster 
and economic aid programs illustrate 
the need to revise our farm policy now 
and to do it in a financially responsible 
way. 

I believe Congress can and should 
amend current farm policy imme-
diately to provide a more predictable 
and secure safety net for family farm-
ers. Our amendment also will provide 
for that opportunity. 

I am pleased to join the ranking 
member of the Budget Committee, Sen-
ator CONRAD, to include funding in the 
fiscal year 2002 budget resolution so 
that Congress can, in fact, enact 
changes to the underlying farm bill and 
provide a more predictable and respon-
sible safety net for our farmers and 
ranchers throughout this Nation. 

There will be tax relief, and there 
will be significant tax relief. But while 
the President is correct that the budg-
et surplus, to the extent that it exists, 
is the American people’s money, it is 
also the American people’s farm prob-
lem, the American people’s education 
problem, the American people’s debt 
reduction problem, the American peo-
ple’s crisis in any number of other 
areas which must be addressed in a 
thoughtful and responsible manner in 
the course of putting together this 
budget resolution. 

It is my hope, rather than this 
unending partisan head knocking that 
has gone on here for far too long, that 
in fact we can reach some bipartisan-
ship in the creation of this budget reso-
lution which will set the framework 
then for the budget and tax discussions 
for the remainder of this 107th Con-
gress. 

It makes no sense to me that there 
has been such a lack of willingness to 
negotiate, such a lack of willingness to 
bring both sides together in a bipar-
tisan fashion. What we have here is the 
people’s budget problem. It is one that 
is solvable if people of good faith will 
work together in a constructive fash-
ion, understanding there is give-and- 
take that will be necessary on both 
sides. 

It seems to me what is not construc-
tive, what is not helpful, is where ei-
ther side takes a ‘‘my way or the high-
way,’’ ‘‘nothing is negotiable,’’ ‘‘one 
side has all the wisdom in the world’’ 
kind of approach, either to agricultural 
policy or to any other aspect, any 
other component of the budget issues 
facing us in America today. 

So I look forward to offering this 
amendment and to continuing debate 
in the future on the financial aspects of 
what will be required to bring rural 
America into the level of prosperity 
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and opportunity that the rest of Amer-
ica has enjoyed and experienced over 
this past decade. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator withhold the suggestion of the 
absence of a quorum? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, I withdraw my 
suggestion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the un-
derlying amendment offered by Sen-
ator GRASSLEY from Iowa and the 
amendment that will be offered as a 
counter to it is exactly what needs to 
be discussed when we talk about the 
Federal budget. What are our prior-
ities? What do we think is important in 
this country? What do we as Senators 
and Members of the House believe 
ought to be done? What ranks near the 
top? 

We come, those of us from farm coun-
try, to the Congress saying family 
farming is important to this country. 
We believe that family farming con-
tributes something very substantial to 
America; it always has. There was an 
author who died some years ago named 
Critchfield who described what family 
farming provides to our country. He de-
scribed the origin of family values 
coming from family farms, and rolling 
from family farms to small towns, to 
big cities, refreshing and nourishing 
the family values of our country. I be-
lieve that to be the case. I believe a 
network of food producers across this 
country is important to this country’s 
strength and its security. 

Some take the position that it does 
not matter whether we have family 
farmers. They say: Corporations will 
farm America. We don’t need people 
living out on the land. We have dairy 
operations in California that milk 3,500 
cows three times a day. 

Those are agrifactories, not family 
farms. We have corporations that will 
buy land and have tractors big enough 
to plow as far as you can see. And, yes, 
they will produce America’s food. But 
this country will have lost something 
if we decide that family farming is not 
important in our future. It will have 
lost part of its culture and its heritage. 

Europe has taken a different tack, a 
different road. 

Europe has already decided family 
farms are important. They want people 
to be able to live out on the land, to 
produce their food, and to be able to 
make a decent living producing their 
food. The result is, in rural Europe, 
farmers are doing well and small towns 
are thriving, as compared to this coun-
try where small towns are dying and 
family farmers are struggling and rural 
economies are shrinking like prunes. 

We have an opportunity in this coun-
try to decide what kind of future we 

want, what kind of an economy we 
want. 

In speaking about farming and its 
culture for a moment, I come from a 
town of nearly 300 people. I graduated 
from a high school class of nine. In my 
hometown and towns similar to it all 
across the rural State of North Dakota, 
wonderful things result from a culture 
that is important to this country. 

Let me give an example. In one com-
munity in North Dakota, a man and his 
wife run a gas station, according to 
news reports. But they don’t want to 
work all day because they are of retire-
ment age. So at about 1 o’clock in the 
afternoon, they close their gas station, 
hang the key to the gas pump on a nail 
by the door to their gas station, and 
also have a pad there so if when they 
are closed you need gas, you take the 
key, unlock the pump, fill your car, 
and make a note that you have taken 
gas. Yes, that happens in America, in 
rural America, in a very small town in 
North Dakota. 

Another small town in North Dakota, 
as part of our rural culture, can’t keep 
a cafe open, a town restaurant. So they 
have all members of the community 
who are able-bodied sign a sheet to say 
when they will work for nothing to 
keep the restaurant open. That is the 
way they have a restaurant in their 
town. 

Another community had a grocery 
store close up, and so the city council 
decided the town would build a grocery 
store. I was there the day they opened 
it with a high school band playing on 
Main Street in this little town of 
Tuttle, ND, proud as the dickens at the 
new grocery store they had built for 
themselves. Some would call it social-
ism because it is not a private grocery 
store. The town decided to put together 
a little nonprofit group, and they built 
their own grocery store because they 
lost the store they had. Wonderful 
things happen in rural cultures where 
family farms support small towns. 

In my home county, some long while 
ago, there was a robbery. In my little 
town a robbery is almost unheard of. It 
prompted the county sheriff, after in-
vestigating, to say that there had been 
no sign of forced entry for the cash 
that was stolen because the people had 
gone on vacation for 2 weeks and had 
not locked their home. Let me repeat 
that. The people had gone on vacation 
for 2 weeks and had not locked their 
home. Why? Because they didn’t have a 
key for their home in any event. 

The county sheriff of my home coun-
ty put out a missive to all the folks in 
the county saying, if you are going to 
vacation, you should consider locking 
your home. And a good many people in 
my hometown said that was a real 
problem because they didn’t have 
locks. Then he said something very 
radical. He said: When you park your 
vehicle on the main street in Hettinger 
County, you should consider taking the 
keys out of the vehicle. A couple of 
ranchers observed to the county news-
paper that they wondered what if peo-

ple needed to use their pickup trucks. 
That happens in rural America. That is 
a rural culture. That is something that 
is important. That comes from family 
farms dotting the landscape, providing 
the economic blood vessels by which 
small towns survive and thrive. 

In this country all too often family 
farmers are hanging on by their finger-
tips, struggling during tough times 
with collapsed commodity prices. 
Small towns are shrinking and dying 
all across this country. 

I have a map that I haven’t brought 
to the floor. I will bring it to the floor 
when I offer an amendment in a couple 
of days that shows the counties in this 
country that have lost 10 percent of 
their population in the last 25 years. It 
is blocked out in red. It is a big egg- 
shaped area from North Dakota down 
to Texas. We are depopulating rural 
America. The middle part of America 
is losing its population, a century after 
we homesteaded rural America, a cen-
tury after we told people: You go out 
and if you take 160 acres of land and 
improve that land and build a farm, we 
will give you the 160 acres. That was 
under the Homestead Act. That is how 
people went to the Dakotas at that 
time. That is how my great-grand-
mother went there with four kids after 
her husband had a heart attack. She 
went to Hettinger County, ND, and 
pitched a tent, built a home, and cre-
ated a farm, and the Government gave 
her 160 acres of land under the Home-
stead Act. That is the way we popu-
lated rural America. 

Now that county, as virtually every 
other county in America, is shrinking 
like a prune because farmers can’t 
make a living when prices collapse and 
prices have gone down and down and 
stayed down. 

Now the question is, Does this Con-
gress care? Does this country care? Are 
we going to, in public policy, decide 
that family farmers matter, that we 
want our food produced with a broad 
network of food producers, families liv-
ing out there with the yard light shin-
ing on a yard and contributing to a cul-
ture of the type I have just described 
that is something unique and wonder-
ful in this country or are we going to 
take the position that some take that 
the family farm is similar to the little 
old diner that got left behind when the 
interstate came through and we have 
fond memories of it—but so long. 

I hope this Congress decides that 
family farmers matter to this country. 
The space between New York and Los 
Angeles is not just air time. It is a lot 
of good country. When you get to the 
middle of America, you find a lot of 
good people. They struggle to produce 
crops against all the odds. 

Some say: Why do you need some-
thing special for farmers? Farmers are 
no different than the hardware store in 
town. But farmers are very different. A 
farmer borrows money to put a seed in 
the ground in the spring, borrows 
money to fuel the tractor to put that 
seed in the ground, and then fertilizes 
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that seed and hope it grows. If it grows, 
it is good luck, that crop. If it grows, it 
is good luck for the farmer. But it 
might get eaten by insects, it might be 
destroyed by hail, disease, all number 
of elements over which farmers have no 
control can affect that crop. And per-
haps if the farmer is lucky enough to 
take that crop off in the fall and haul 
it to an elevator, in a world in which 
nearly half the people are hungry, the 
grain trade now tells that farmer the 
food you struggled to raise has no 
value. 

Think of that. In a world in which 500 
million people go to bed with a severe 
ache in their belly every night because 
it hurts to be hungry and in a world in 
which half the people don’t have 
enough to eat, our farmers are told 
their food has no value. It somehow is 
not a national asset. There is some-
thing fundamentally bankrupt about 
that kind of thought. 

My point on this amendment and on 
this bill is this: Are we going to keep 
skipping around here, just sort of doing 
enough to avoid the charge that we are 
not doing anything or is this Congress 
going to decide that one of its prior-
ities is to do something to help family 
farmers so we have family farmers in 
our future? Does agriculture or family 
farming matter? We will see. 

We know what matters to some. We 
know to some the only thing that mat-
ters is a $1.6 trillion tax cut. I am for 
tax cuts. It is not exactly political 
heavy lifting to be for tax cuts. That is 
zero gravity in politics. You want to go 
out and say you are for tax cuts. That 
is not exactly heavy lifting. I am for 
tax cuts. I am not for $1.6 trillion. I am 
not for taking money out of the Medi-
care trust fund in order to do it. I am 
not for tax cuts at the expense of edu-
cation or family farming. I am not for 
tax cuts at the expense of paying down 
the debt. I am for tax cuts that make 
sense for our country, that allow us 
also to pay down the Federal debt, to 
improve our schools, to help our farm-
ers, and to do the other things we need 
to do in this country to make this a 
good place in which to live. 

This is all about priorities and bal-
ance. We are going to have a couple of 
amendments offered on the issue of 
funding agriculture. One is going to be 
short. The other, shorter than I would 
like, will address this issue in a much 
more robust way. We can choose what 
is our priority. 

Look in the rear-view mirror a few 
years and dig out the debate in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD that preceded 
the most recent debate on Freedom to 
Farm. See who said what. Those who 
said they were friends of family farm-
ers said we were headed towards nir-
vana; I see a day in the golden sunset 
in which farmers will no longer be de-
pendent on the Government and we 
will have robust, aggressive, decent 
prices for family farm products all 
across the country; farmers will be able 
to make a good living. 

They said that when wheat was $5.50 
a bushel. And they put in place a farm 

program that said: We have a new the-
ory. Our theory is, we don’t need coun-
tercyclical help for farmers. When we 
have a price valley, let farmers fall 
into the valley. We don’t need a bridge 
across that price valley. 

So Congress passed that legislation. I 
didn’t vote for it. Congress passed that 
legislation. The price of wheat col-
lapsed, from $5 right off the table. It 
just flat collapsed. 

Every single year since that time, 
the so-called Freedom to Farm bill has 
been demonstrated a failure. It doesn’t 
work. We are going to transition for 7 
years with transition payments or so- 
called AMTA payments out of any kind 
of support for family farmers. That 
never made sense. If a country says 
family farming doesn’t matter, then 
that is the route to take. But I expect 
most in this country believe family 
farming matters a great deal. Certainly 
most in this Chamber profess they be-
lieve that. 

If that is the case, let us finally put 
together a farm program that works. 
Let’s stop shadowboxing. This is all po-
litical shadowboxing. Let’s decide this 
is a priority. And on this day and in 
this way, we will put together a pro-
gram that works, something that says 
to family farmers: You matter, too. 
You are part of our future. We care 
about family farming. 

I am not going to be apologetic for 
saying this is important to my State 
and to our region of the country. This 
is important to our entire Nation. 

As I indicated when I began, Europe 
has already made this decision, and 
good for them. This country ought to 
as well. Europe long ago decided they 
were hungry once and they will not be 
again. 

How do you make certain you are not 
hungry? You make certain you have a 
network of food producers dotting the 
land, family farms producing Amer-
ica’s food—in this case, producing Eu-
rope’s food. You decide you are going 
to pay people who work hard on family 
farms a decent return on that which 
they produce. 

As I said earlier, it is inconceivable 
to me that which we produce in such 
great abundance and that which the 
world needs so desperately—food, com-
ing from our family farms—is deemed 
to have so little value by the grain 
trade. 

Part of this is an issue some of us 
will work on together as well, and that 
is all the monopolies in every direction 
farmers face. Do you want to put your 
grain on a railroad? Guess what. The 
railroads are in monopoly or near mo-
nopoly. They are very few. They will 
tell you where you are going to be and 
what they are going to charge. 

Do you want to sell your grain? It 
does not matter what kind of milling 
you are talking about selling it into. 
The top three or four firms are going to 
control almost all of them. 

Do you have some animals you want 
to sell—fat steers or hogs? Sell them 
into the production cycle, and guess 

what. Two, three, or four firms are 
going to control 70 or 80 percent of all 
of the processing. 

In every direction farmers face mo-
nopolies. They have their fist around 
the neck of the marketing bottle in a 
way that chokes family farmers every 
single way. We need to do something 
about that. It is time for this country 
to stand up for some antitrust enforce-
ment and bust some trusts and break 
some monopolies. 

Today we are talking about the pri-
orities. With this budget, what are we 
committing to decide we are going to 
have a nation of family farmers in our 
future? I hope we will make the deci-
sion to do enough. 

The amendment offered by my col-
league from Iowa is short. It is not 
enough. It does not meet the needs. In 
any case, it comes from, in large part, 
the so-called contingency fund. David 
Copperfield is on television with his 
special, talking about illusions. He has 
his match in this Chamber with respect 
to illusions. We have been hearing 
about this mythical contingency fund 
for hours and hours, and we will hear 
about it all week. It is an illusion. 

To the extent any part of it is real, a 
significant part comes from the Medi-
care trust fund which was supposed to 
have been in a lockbox. So now we are 
talking about Houdini, not David 
Copperfield, because somebody opened 
the lockbox and put it in the so-called 
contingency fund. 

We can do a lot better than that. Let 
us decide this is a priority, that family 
farmers matter, that family farmers 
are a priority for this country, and 
fund it the way it should be funded. We 
should reject the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Iowa and accept 
the amendment to be offered by my 
colleague from South Dakota and my 
colleague from North Dakota tonight 
or tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CHAFEE). The Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is a 
place where we have some fundamental 
agreement and yet some disagreement 
on how to accomplish the goal. 

We face a crisis in American agri-
culture. It is deep, it is abiding, and it 
is devastating. 

Let me put up a chart that shows 
what USDA tells us will happen to net 
farm income in the period from 2000 to 
2002, the last 2 years on this chart. One 
can see that net farm income is going 
to plunge unless we take action. 

Senator GRASSLEY is to be com-
mended for taking action by offering 
his amendment. I disagree with some of 
the specifics, but I commend him for 
standing up for American agriculture 
at a time of extreme need. 

The next chart shows what our major 
competitors are doing in comparison to 
what we are doing to support our pro-
ducers. 

The European Union, our biggest 
competitors in world agriculture, is 
providing $313 an acre of support per 
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year to their producers. By compari-
son, we are providing $38 an acre for 
our producers. Europe is doing nearly 
10 to 1 over and above what we are 
doing—nearly 10 to 1. Those are the 
very difficult circumstances our farm-
ers face. 

We are telling our farmers: You go 
out there and compete against the 
French farmer and the German farmer, 
and while you are at it, take on the 
French Government and the German 
Government as well. 

That is not a fair fight. 
That is just the first part of the 

equation. Let us go to export assist-
ance. This chart shows that the Euro-
pean Union is flooding the world with 
agricultural export subsidies. The blue 
part of this chart is the European share 
of world agricultural export assistance. 
One can see the Europeans account for 
83.5 percent of all the world’s agricul-
tural export subsidies. The U.S. share 
is that little red piece of the pie, 2.7 
percent. 

The Europeans are outgunning us on 
export assistance 30 to 1—10 to 1 on do-
mestic support, internal support, and 
30 to 1 on export assistance. We wonder 
why American agriculture is in trou-
ble. We worry why Europe is gaining 
world market share. It is very clear if 
one does an analysis of why that is oc-
curring. It is because they are pro-
viding much greater assistance to their 
producers than we are to ours. 

Let us go to the next chart. Here is 
the history from 1991 to the year 2000. 
The green line is the prices farmers pay 
for inputs. That line goes up, up, and 
away. The red line is the prices farmers 
have received. 

One can see that the peak of what 
farmers received was in 1996, right be-
fore we enacted the last farm bill. 
Since then, prices farmers have re-
ceived have gone down, almost straight 
down. 

The gap between the prices farmers 
pay and the prices on what they sell is 
growing, is dramatic, and is dev-
astating. That is what has led to the 
crisis in American agriculture. That is 
what requires a response. That is why 
the Senator from Iowa is proposing 
this amendment. That is why we will 
propose an alternative that we think is 
superior, that is better, that has more 
funding because, very frankly, what 
the Senator from Iowa has offered is 
inadequate: $63.5 billion over 11 years 
will not come close to matching what 
the Europeans are doing. It will not 
come close. 

Our amendment provides $97 billion 
over that 11-year period. We fund it in 
the first year, in the current budget 
year, out of the surplus and in the suc-
ceeding years out of the President’s 
proposed tax cut. We would reduce the 
size of his tax cut slightly to provide 
additional support to agriculture. 

Why don’t we adopt the proposal of 
Senator GRASSLEY? Very simply be-
cause once again the proposal he is of-
fering goes right into the Medicare 
trust fund to provide support for agri-
culture. 

This next chart shows year by year. 
This is the problem I addressed on pre-
scription drugs. It repeats itself. These 
are the year-by-year numbers in the 
Republican budget. In the year 2005, 
they only have $7 billion available 
without going into the Medicare trust 
fund. The next year they only have $12 
billion available. 

Senator GRASSLEY’s proposal spends 
$9 billion in the year 2005 for this pack-
age. He is going into the Medicare 
trust fund to provide the resources for 
agriculture. We say, no. We want to 
provide the resources for agriculture. 
We have an amendment at the desk to 
do it. We provide 50 percent more so we 
can come close to matching our major 
competitors, the Europeans. We say, 
no, we are not going to tap the Medi-
care trust fund to do it. We are not 
going to tap the Social Security trust 
fund or the Medicare trust fund for any 
other purpose, we don’t care how laud-
atory. We think it is wrong. 

If any company in America tried to 
tap the retirement funds of their em-
ployees or the health care trust funds 
of their employees, they would be head-
ed to a Federal institution, but it 
would not be the U.S. Congress. They 
would be headed to a Federal institu-
tion. They would be headed for a 
stretch. It is illegal. You can’t raid the 
trust funds if you run a company. You 
can’t raid the retirement funds of your 
employees. You can’t raid the health 
care trust funds of your employees, and 
we shouldn’t either. We have stopped 
this practice the last 3 years and we 
shouldn’t take it back up. We ought to 
draw a bright line and say no raiding of 
the Social Security trust fund, no raid-
ing of the Medicare trust fund, not in 
any year. 

That is why we have a different pro-
posal. Our proposal says very clearly, 
yes, additional assistance to agri-
culture and substantially more than is 
in the Grassley plan. We have $97 bil-
lion over 11 years; he has $64 billion 
over 11 years. I think the more impor-
tant difference is we will not raid the 
Medicare trust fund to do it. In the 
first year, this current fiscal year, we 
take it out of the $96 billion of 
nontrust fund surplus that is available, 
and in the succeeding years, we take it 
by reducing slightly the President’s 
proposed tax cut. 

AMENDMENT NO. 176 
(Purpsoe: To provide emergency assistance 

to producers of agricultural commodities 
in fiscal year 2001, and additional funds for 
farm and conservation programs during fis-
cal years 2002 through 2011) 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I call up 

the Johnson amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Grassley amendment is laid aside. 
The clerk will report the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. CON-

RAD], for Mr. JOHNSON, for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DORGAN, and Mrs. 
LINCOLN, proposes an amendment numbered 
176. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con-
sent Senator JOHNSON be shown as the 
prime sponsor, that I be shown as a co-
sponsor, along with Senators DASCHLE, 
HARKIN, DORGAN, and LINCOLN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

don’t have anything further to say. I 
will have a chance tomorrow to speak 
again. I think we have a unanimous 
consent agreement that takes over. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent there now be a pe-
riod of morning business with Senators 
permitted to speak up to 10 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE CRISIS IN CHINESE-AMERICAN 
RELATIONS ON HAINAN ISLAND 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, the only 
way to resolve the current crisis in 
American-Chinese relations is the 
prompt and safe return of the 24 Amer-
ican airmen now being detained by the 
Chinese military on Hainan Island and 
by the swift return of the U.S. Navy’s 
plane. Only after their return can we 
begin to discuss other issues with 
China over this and other incidents af-
fecting our relations. 

I am deeply disturbed by the delay in 
allowing American embassy personnel 
to meet with our service personnel, and 
I am concerned about press reports 
that they are being detained in sepa-
rate areas. I understand our bilateral 
consular agreement requires the Chi-
nese to provide full access to American 
citizens within four days but nothing 
precludes them from giving such access 
sooner. Indeed our consular agreement 
with China requires consular access to 
all American citizens within 48 hours 
of receipt of official notification of 
their detention. As Chinese officials 
issued statements concerning their de-
tention on April 1, China may already 
be in violation of its consular agree-
ment with us. The fact that American 
consular officials are already present 
on Hainan Island and the extraordinary 
circumstances surrounding our plane’s 
emergency landing on Hainan provide 
the Chinese authorities with an oppor-
tunity to demonstrate their good will. 
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